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COMPROMISE, 

THE  CONSTITUTION,  AND  THE  UNION. 

“  But  on  a  candid  examination  of  history,  we  shall  find  that  turbulence,  violence, 
and  abuse  of  power,  by  the  majority  trampling  on  the  rights  of  the  minority,  have 
produced  factions  and  commotions,  which,  in  republics,  have  more  frequently  than 
any  other  cause,  produced  despotism.  If  we  go  over  the  whole  history  of  ancient 
and  modern  republics,  we  shall  find  their  destruction  to  have  generally  resulted 
from  those  causes.  If  we  consider  the  peculiar  situation  of  the  United  States,  and 
what  are  the  sources  of  the  diversity  of  sentiments  which  pervades  its  inhabitants, 
we  shall  find  great  danger  to  fear,  that  the  same  causes  may  terminate  here,  in  the 
same  fatal  effects  which  they  produced  in  those  republics.” — Madison. 

No  subject  has  been  presented  since  the  adoption  of  the  present  Fed¬ 
eral  Constitution  involving  questions  of  such  deep  and  vital  importance 
to  the  inhabitants  of  the  different  States  of  this  Union,  as  the  question  in 
reference  to  the  territory  recently  acquired  from  Mexico.  In  the  deci¬ 
sion  of  questions  affecting  the  interests  and  prejudices  of  the  different 
Sta’os  and  sections  of  the  Union,  heretofore  the  same  spirit  of  concession 
and  kind  feelings  which  dictated  the  formation  of  the  presmt  Union  of 
the  States  of  this  confederacy  has  hitherto  preserved  it.  But  history  ex¬ 
hibits  too  many  melancholy  warnings  of  the  fate  of  confederate  repub¬ 
lics  which  have  fallen  from  dissensions,  caused  by  factious  majorities,  to 
allow  us  to  hope  that  our  Union  can  long  continue  to  exist  unless  the 
Constitution,  the  compact  which  binds  together  the  States  and  guarantees 
their  rights,  is  maintained  inviolate.  Let  us  now  examine  this  question 
by  a  reference  to  the  Constitution,  the  tie  which  binds  together  the  States 
of  this  Union,  and  without  which  they  would  have  no  more  political  con¬ 
nexion  than  England  and  Fiance.  The  preamble  to  the  Constitution  of 
the  United  States  thus  defines  the  objects  intended  to  be  accomplished  by 
that  instrument. 

“  We  the  people  of  the  United  States,  in  order  to  form  a  more  per¬ 
fect  union,  establish  justice,  ensure  domestic  tranquility,  provide  for  the 
common  defence,  promote  the  general  welfare,  and  secure  the  blessings 
of  liberty  to  ourselves  and  our  posterity,  do  ordain  and  establish  this  Con¬ 
stitution  for  the  United  States  of  America.”  Which  of  these  objects  is 
intended  to  be  accomplished  by  the  exclusion  of  the  people  of  the  South¬ 
ern  States  from  all  the  territory  recently  acquired  from  Mexico,  in  the 
acquisition  of  which  they  contributed  more  than  their  proportional  part 
of  men  and  money?  Is  it  to  form  a  more  perfect  union,  that  the  Northern 
States  of  this  Union  are  to  be  arrayed  against  those  of  the  South  ?  Is  it 
to  accomplish  this  object  that  the  ties  that  bind  together  the  white  and 
black  races  of  the  Southern  States  are  to  be  dissolved,  society  itself  dis¬ 
organized,  and  insurrection  and  servile  war  introduced  ?  Is  it  necessary 
for  the  accomplishment  of  this  object,  that  the  people  and  property  of  the 
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Southern  States  shall  be  “  localized,  discouraged  and  circumscribed”  by 
those  of  the  North?  “  Establish  justice.”  Does  justice  require  that  the 
fifteen  slave  states  shall  be  excluded  by  the  fifteen  free  states  from  the 
enjoyment  of  all  the  territory,  to  the  acquisition  of  which  the  former  fur¬ 
nished  forty-odd  thousand,  and  the  latter  twenty-odd  thousand  men?  Is  it 
to  establish  justice  that  the  ordinance  of  seventeen  hundred  and  eighty- 
seven  is  to  be  perverted  from  an  act  for  the  preservation  of  the  polidcal 
equilibrium  between  the  slave  and  free  states  into  one  for  its  destruction  ? 
For  at  the  time  that  the  cession  of  the  North-western  territory  was  made 
to  the  Union  by  Virginia,  there  was  no  application  of  ihe  ordinance  ex¬ 
cluding  slavery  from  the  South-western  territory.  And  if  this  had  been 
the  settled  policy  of  the  United  States,  as  is  now  assumed  by  the  North, 
the  ordinance  of  seventeen  hundred  and  eighty-seven  would  have  been 
applied  not  only  to  both  of  these  territories  but  to  all  since  acquired,  and 
there  would  now  have  been  only  six  slave  states  to- twenty-four  free  states. 
Instead  of  which,  the  wise  policy  of  preserving  a  balance  of  power  be¬ 
tween  the  two  sections  of  the  Union  has  been  preserved,  and  we  have 
now,  fifteen  slave,  to  fifteen  free  stales.  And  it  is  to  this  circumstance 
as  much  as  to  the  excellence  of  our  Constitution  that  we  are  indebted  for 
our  exemption  from  the  tyranny  of  that  sectional  majority  which  is  now  at¬ 
tempted  to  be  enforced,  ts  it  necessary  to  establish  justice  that  the  gene¬ 
rosity  of  Virginia,  which  gave  to  the  Union  five  States,  one  Territory,  and 
two  hundred  millions  of  dollars  worth  of  property  shall  be  urged  as  a  rea¬ 
son  for  depriving  her  and  her  sister  states  of  the  South  of  all  participation 
in  the  enjoyment  of  that  territory  in  the  acquisition  of  which  they  contribu¬ 
ted  more  than  their  proportional  share  of  blood  arid  treasure.  Without  the 
generosity  of  Virginia  and  her  sister  states  of  the  South,  the  North  would 
be  now  in  a  decided  minority;  for,  at  the  time  of  the  adoption  of  the  articles 
of  confederation,  and  until  the  cession  of  the  territory  north  and  west  of  the 
Ohio  river  to  the  Union  by  Virginia,  it  is  a  well  known  historical  fact,  the 
Northern  states  owned  a  mere  fraction  of  territory  when  compared  with 
that  owned  by  the  Southern  states.  The  amount  of  territory  owned  by 
the  Northern  states  being,  up  to  the  time  of  the  cession  of  the  North¬ 
west  territory,  but  164,081  square  miles,  and  the  amount  owned  by  the 
Southern  states  at  the  same  period,  being  647,202  square  miles.  Is  it 
now  necessary  to  establish  justice,  that  the  free  states  of  the  Union  should 
use  that  majority  and  power  which  they  owe  to  their  sister  states  of  the 
South  for  their  degradation  and  destruction.  The  population  of  the  free 
states,  according  to  the  census  of  1840,  was  9,685,810.  that  of  the  slave 
states  was  7,377,543,  which  deducted  from  the  population  of  the  free 
states  leaves  2,308,267,  the  majority  in  the  free  states  over  the  slave  states. 
For  this  majority  the  free  states  are  indebted  to  Virginia.  For  if  wede- 
duct  the  population  of  that  portion  of  the  North-west  cession,  composing 
the  present  states  of  Ohio,  Indiana,  Illinois,  Michigan  and  Wisconsin, 
which  in  1840  amounted  to  2924,728,  from  9,685,810,  the  population  of 
the  free  states,  there  will  be  left  in  those  states  6,761,082,  which  deducted 
from  7,377,543,  the  population  of  the  slave  states,  would  leave  616,461 
majority  in  the  slave  over  the  free  states.  Or  if  we  deduct  the  popula¬ 
tion  of  this  portion  of  the  North-west  cession  from  the  population  of  the 
free  states,  and  add  it  to  the  population  of  the  slave  states,  the  dispro¬ 
portion  between  the  two  sections  of  the  Union  would  be  still  greater. 
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as  in  that  case,  the  population  of  the  slave  states  would  be  10,302,271, 
while  that  of  the  free  states  would  be  only  6,761,082.  If  we  deduct 
€.761,032  from  10.302,271,  there  will  remain  3,541,189  as  the  ma¬ 
jority  which  the  slave  states  would  now  enjoy  over  the  free  states 
of  this  Union  but  for  the  cession  of  the  North-west  territory  and  the  or¬ 
dinance  of  1787.  Is  it  now  necessary  to  establish  justice  that  the  free 
states  should  use  that  power  and  majority  which  they  owe  to  their  sister 
states  of  the  South  for  their  degradation  and  destruction?  “  Ensure  do¬ 
mestic  tranquility.”  Can  domestic  tranquility  be  ensured  by  the  exclu¬ 
sion  of  the  citizens  of  one  half  of  the  states  of  the  Union  from  the  com¬ 
mon  property  of  the  Union,  to  the  enjoyment  of  which,  at  the  same  time 
the  inhabitants  of  all  other  states  of  the  world  are  admitted  ?  Is  it  calcu¬ 
lated  to  ensure  domestic  tranquility  to  allow  one  or  two  hundred  thousand 
men  or  less  (for  the  Constitution  of  California  providing  for  her  admis¬ 
sion  into  the  Union  was  only  ratified  by  fifteen  thousand  votes)  to  seize 
upon  the  common  land  of  the  Union  and  exclude  the  citizens  of  one  half 
of  that  Union  from  all  enjoyment  therein  ?  Can  this  object  be  accom¬ 
plished  by  forcing  California  into  the  Union  in  opposition  to  the  wishes 
of  one  half  of  the  states  of  that  Union,  and  contrary  to  all  the  laws  hith¬ 
erto  enacted  for  the  admission  of  new  states  ? 

The  3rd  section  of  the  4th  article  of  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States  provides,  that  “new  states  may  be  admitted  by  the  Congress  into 
this  Union  ;  but  no  new  state  shall  be  formed  or  erected  within  the  juris¬ 
diction  of  any  other  state;  nor  any  state  be  formed  by  the  junction  of  two 
or  more  states,  or  parts  of  states,  without  the  consent  of  the  legislatures 
of  the  states  concerned,  as  well  as  of  the  Congress.”  The  objects  in¬ 
tended  to  be  accomplished  by  this  section  of  the  Constitution,  are  evidently 
to  provide  in  the  first  place  for  the  admission  of  new  states;  in  the  second, 
to  prevent  the  dismemberment  of  any  of  the  states  of  the  Union;  and  in 
the  third,  to  prevent  the  union  of  several  states  into  one  great  state,  by 
whose  power  the  independence  and  equality  of  the  other  states  of  the 
confederacy  might  be  endangered.  Such  being  the  manifest  design 
of  this  section  of  the  Constitution  is  it  not  an  evident  infraction  not  only 
of  the  spirit,  but  also  of  the  letter  of  the  Constitution,  to  admit  California 
with  a  sea  coast  extending  more  than  nine  hundred  miles,  and  an  area 
equal  to  that  of  nine  of  the  original  thirteen  states  of  this  Union;  and 
this,  at  a  time  when  it  appears,  from  the  debates  in  the  Convention  that 
formed  the  Constitution  of  California,  that  the  inhabitants  of  sixty-five 
thousand  square  miles  of  this  territory  were  opposed  to  the  Constitution 
erf  California  and  her  admission  into  the  Union  with  her  present  bounda¬ 
ries.  If  one  or  two  hundred  thousand  adventurers  (collected  in  Cali¬ 
fornia  from  all  quarters  of  the  globe  by  the  passion  of  avarice)  have 
the  right  to  seize  upon  this  wide-spread  country  and  exclude  the  citizens 
of  one  half  of  the  states  of  this  Union  from  the  territory  of  California 
which  the  Constitution  defines  to  be  the  property  of  the  United  States, 
they  have  an  equal  right  to  appropriate  to  their  own  use  and  that  of  the 
citizens  of  the  Northern  states,  not  only  California,  but  also  all  Utah  and 
New  Mexico,  including  all  of  the  territory  recently  acquired  from  Mex¬ 
ico  by  the  united  efforts  of  all  the  states  of  this  confederacy.  If  the 
Southern  states  are  to  be  excluded  from  all  enjoyment  of  the  Territories 
of  the  Union,  except  on  such  conditions  as  the  Northern  states  may 
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choose  to  impose,  the  sooner  the  states  thus  insulted  and  degraded,  with¬ 
draw  from  a  union  in  which  their  constitutional  rights  of  justice  and 
equality  are  withheld,  the  better  for  the  preservation  of  their  rights  and 
liberties.  Let  us  now  enquire  whether  the  course  hitherto  pursued,  and 
that  now  pursued  by  Northern  States  and  their  citizens  towards  the 
Southern  States  and  their  citizens,  is  calculated  to  promote  domestic  tran¬ 
quility  in  the  states  of  this  Union.  Is  domestic  tranquility  to  be  ensured 
by  the  formation  of  societies  and  the  establishment  of  presses  in  one  por¬ 
tion  of  the  Union,  with  the  avowed  purpose  of  warring  upon  and  destroy¬ 
ing  the  interests,  rights  and  property  of  another.  Is  it  to  be  ensured  by 
the  passage  of  resolutions  by  the  legislatures  of  the  Northern  States  de¬ 
rogatory  to  the  constitutional  rights,  and  insulting  to  their  sister  states  of 
the  South.  Will  the  abolition  of  slavery  in  the  District  of  Columbia, 
in  the  dock  yards,  forts  and  arsenals  of  the  United  States,  and  their  con¬ 
version  into  instruments  for  the  abolition  of  slavery  in  the  Southern 
States  tend  to  ensure  domestic  tranquility?  Will  the  conversion  of  the 
halls  of  Congress  into  reception  rooms  for  abolition  petitions  and  the 
degradation  of  Congress  itself  into  a  mere  instrument  for  enacting  the 
decrees  of  a  sectional  majority  against  the  constitutional  rights  of  the 
Southern  States  be  calculated  to  ensure  domestic  tranquility  ?  “  Provide 
for  the  general  defence.”  Can  this  object  be  accomplished  by  denying 
to  one  half  of  the  states  of  this  confederacy  their  equal  rights  in  the 
common  property  of  the  Union,  and  thus  alienating  the  states  so  degraded 
if  not  dissolving  the  Union  itself?  “  Promote  the  general  welfare.”  An 
examination  of  the  great  questions  which  have  agitated  the  states  of  this 
confederacy  from  the  time  of  their  union,  under  the  articles  of  confede¬ 
ration,  will  show  that  the  states  of  the  North  (composing  a  sectional  ma¬ 
jority)  have  been  attempting  to  convert  this  from  a  federative  into  a  con¬ 
solidated  government,  in  order  that  they  might  promote  their  own  sec¬ 
tional  interests  at  the  expense  of  those  of  the  other  states  of  the  Union. 
It  was  to  promote  a  sectional  and  not  the  general  welfare,  that  the  differ¬ 
ent  protective  tariffs  were  passed,  which  have  rendered  all  the  other  great 
interests  of  the  Union  tributary  to  that  of  manufactures.  Thus  acting  in 
direct  opposition  to  that  provision  of  the  Constitution  which  enacts,  that 
“  all  duties,  imposts  and  excises,  shall  be  uniform  throughout  the  United 
States.”  As  the  manufacturing  interest  is  one  which  exerts  a  more  pow¬ 
erful  influence  upon  the  federal  government  than  any  other  in  the  union, 
let  us  examine  as  succinctly  as  we  can,  its  influence  upon  society  and  gov¬ 
ernment  in  our  own  and  other  nations.  No  occupation  in  which  men 
can  be  employed  is  so  well  calculated  as  manufacturers  to  destroy  that 
equality  of  property  among  the  members  of  society  which  is  the  only 
basis  upon  which  republican  institutions  can  be  established  and  main¬ 
tained.  By  no  other  means  is  a  monied  aristocracy  built  up  so  soon  as 
by  this,  for  no  plan  which  has  been  devised  by  the  wit  of  man,  so  surely 
and  swiftly  transfers  the  result  of  the  labors  of  the  many  to  the  few.  The 
hhtories  of  Venice,  England  and  the  United  States,  furnish  proof  of  these 
facts.  The  wealth  generated  bv  menu flctures,  combined  with  that  flow¬ 
ing;  from  commerce,  and  concentrating  in  the  hands  of  a  few  manufac¬ 
turers  and  merchants  the  fruit?  of  the  labor  of  the  rest  of  the  community, 
converted  Venice  from  a  republic  into  one  of  the  most  grinding  oligar¬ 
chies  of  which  we  have  any  record.  Manufacturers  in  England  have 
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contributed  more  than  any  other  in  the  production  of  those  swarms  of 
paupers,  radicals  and  chartists  which  threaten  destruction  to  every  secu¬ 
rity,  not  only  to  property,  but  to  life  itself.  England  ows  her  preserva¬ 
tion  thus  far,  from  revolution  and  civil  war,  to  the  conservative  principles 
of  her  agricultural  population  and  her  standing  army.  To  manufactures, 
the  Northern  states  are  indebted  for  the  mobs  which  have  disgraced 
them,  and  to  the  same  source  they  may,  perhaps,  hereafter  be  indebted 
for  anarchy,  agrarianism  and  despotism,  for  the  direct  tendency  of  manu¬ 
factures  is  to  render  more  and  more  distinct  the  great  interests  of  wealth 
and  numbers,  (or  in  other  words,  those  of  property  and  labor)  until  the 
preservation  of  society  itself  demands  a  strengthening  of  government,  or 
if  this  cannot  be  effected,  a  great  political  tornado  (like  that  which  devas¬ 
tated  France  towards  the  close  of  the  last  century)  sweeps  over  society 
until  every  interest  is  overthrown  except  that  of  the  mob,  which,  after  ap¬ 
propriating  to  itself  the  property  thus  thrown  within  its  reach,  hastens 
to  establish  a  military  despotism  to  secure  its  new  possessions.  The 
effects  of  manufictures  upon  the  physical  condition  and  well  being  of  its 
operatives,  are  yet  worse,  as  they  are  productive  in  a  great  many  of  its 
branches,  of  deformity,  disease,  and  premature  death,  facts,  which  the  re¬ 
ports  and  statistics  exhibited  to  the  parliament  of  Great  Britain,  at  differ¬ 
ent  times,  by  committees  appointed  to  examine  this  subject,  will  prove. 
The  demoralizing  tendencies  of  assembling  together  large  numbers  of 
men,  is  a  fact  too  well  authenticated  from  the  time  of  the  assemblage  at 
the  tower  of  Babel  to  the  present  day,  to  need  illustration.  A  compari¬ 
son  of  the  criminal  statistics  of  the  (ree  and  slave-holding  states  will  show 
that  so  far  as  the  moral  and  social  effects  of  the  two  systems  of  labor  are 
concerned,  that  the  free  states  have  a  much  larger,  more  varied  and  ag¬ 
gravated  amount  of  crime  in  proportion  to  their  population  than  the  slave 
states.  An  examination  of  the  histories  of  the  slave  states  will  show 
none  of  those  antirent  agrarian  and  socialist  parties  which  infest  the  free 
states,  and  whose  doctrines,  if  carried  into  effrct,  would  not  only  drstroy 
property,  but  would  also  paralize  labor  by  cutting  off  its  support,  and  de¬ 
priving  it  of  all  security  for  the  enjoyment  of  its  wages.  The  histories 
of  ancient  and  modern  nations  alike  prove  that,  that  state  of  society  in 
which  neither  property  nor  labor  is  protected,  leads  directly  to  a  military 
despotism.  Such  being  the  political,  moral  and  physical  results  of  man¬ 
ufactures.  have  not  the  Southern  stales  as  good  a  right  to  object  to  the  ex¬ 
tension  of  manufactures  and  their  introduction  into  the  territory,  recently 
acquired  from  Mexico  as  immoral  and  anti-republican,  as  the  Northern 
states  have  to  object  to  the  introduction  of  slavery  into  this  territory  for  a 
similar  reason.  The  agitation  of  the  question  of  the  abolition  of  slavery 
has  been  used  by  a  few  well-meaning  but  ignorant  men  in  the  North, 
from  conscientious  motives,  but  by  the  great  majority  of  politicians  and 
voters  of  that  section  of  the  Union  it  has  been  used  as  a  means  of  in¬ 
creasing  the  power  of  the  Northern  states  of  the  confederacy  at  the  ex¬ 
pense  of  their  sister  states  of  the  South.  In  the  decision  of  this  question 
of  slavery  in  reference  to  the  territory  recently  acquired  from  Mexico, 
which  is  now  agitating  these  states  from  Maine  to  Mexico,  is  this  princi¬ 
ple  of  the  promotion  of  the  general  welfare  even  pretended  to  be  applied, 
except  as  a  pretext  for  depriving  the  citizens  of  one  half  of  the  states  of 
the  Union,  of  their  equal  and  just  rights  in  the  common  property  of  the 
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Union  !  “  Secure  the  blessing's  of  liberty  to  ourselves  and  our  posterity.11 
In  a  confederacy  of  states  such  as  ours,  it  becomes  important  to  consider 
how  these  blessings  of  liberty  can  be  secured  and  maintained.  An  ex¬ 
amination  of  the  Constitution  furnishes  a  satisfactory  answer  to  this  en¬ 
quiry,  for  from  every  line  and  sentence  of  that  great  charter  of  our  lib¬ 
erties,  their  breathes  and  speaks,  the  spirit  of  equal  rights  and  privileges 
to  all  the  states  and  the  citizens  of  all  the  states  of  the  Union.  Can  the 
blessings  of  liberty  be  preserved  to  us  and  our  posterity  by  the  overthrow 
of  this  Constitution  and  the  equality  it  establishes  between  the  states  and 
the  substitution  of  the  will  of  a  sectional  majority,  which,  whenever  its 
interests  were  involved,  has  shown  itself  regardless  alike  of  law,  reason 
and  justice?  The  exclusion  of  the  citizens  of  one  naif  of  the  states  of  the 
■Union,  from  the  territories  of  California,  New  Mexico  and  Utah,  and 
rendering  the  states,  whose  citizens  are  thus  excluded,  subservient  and 
tributary  to  those  of  the  North,  can  have  no  tendency  to  secure  the  bles¬ 
sings  of  liberty  to  the  people  ef  the  United  States;  on  the  contrary,  it 
must  have  an  opposite  effect,  even  in  its  remote  consequences,  for  the 
same  rule  of  action  which  will  justify  or  attempt  to  justify  this  usurpa¬ 
tion  of  the  fifteen  free  states,  will  also  justify  the  great  states  of  New 
York,  Ohio,  Pennsylvania  and  Massachusetts,  in  seizing  upon  the  power 
thus  usurped.  Having  thus  considered  this  subject  in  reference  to  the 
special  objects  intended  to  be  accomplished  by  the  Constitution  and  Union, 
and  having  shown,  as  I  hope,  that  the  appropriation  by  the  free  states  of 
all  of  the  territory  recently  acquired  from  Mexico,  is  not  calculated  to 
“form  a  more  perfect  union,  to  establish  justice,  ensure  domestic  tranquili¬ 
ty,  provide  for  the  common  defence, promote  the  general  welfare,  or  to  se¬ 
cure  the  blessings  of  liberty  to  the  people  of  the  United  States  anti  their 
posterity.”  Let  us  now  examine  this  preamble  in  a  general  point  of  view, 
and  consider  the  nature  and  extent  of  the  objects  intended  to  be  accom¬ 
plished  by  the  Constitution  and  Union.  Iti  the  enumeration  of  these 
objects,  in  the  preamble  and  Constitution  of  the  United  States,  there  is 
nothing  more  calculated  to  arrest  attention  than  the  equal  and  general  na¬ 
ture  of  the  benefits  intended  to  be  conferred  upon  the  citizens  of  the  dif¬ 
ferent  states  composing  this  confederacy;  for  in  the  enumeration  of  the 
objects  intended  to  be  effected  by  this  Union,  there  is  not  one  sentence 
which,  without  perversion,  can  be  construed  to  confer  a  sectional  benefit 
or  impose  a  sectional  burden.  In  the  transactions  of  our  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment,  from  its  formation  to  the  present  day,  nothing  but  a  disregard  of 
these  great  objects  and  the  substitution  of  sectional  objects  and  interests 
has  produced  those  sectional  feelings,  passions  and  prejudices  which  now 
threaten  a  dissolution  of  the  Union.  As  long  as  the  power,  delegated 
to  Congress  for  the  common  defence  and  general  welfare,  were  used  for 
the  purposes  designated  by  the  Constitution,  so  long  were  those  kind  feel¬ 
ings  preserved  between  the  states  which  existed  at  the  formation  of  the 
Constitution  and  Union  But  when  these  great  objects  were  neglected, 
and  when  the  power  delegated  to  Congress  “to  regulate  commerce  with 
foreign  nations,  and  among  the  several  states,  and  with  the  Indian  tribes,” 
was  perverted  from  a  means  for  promoting  the  general  welfare  into  one, 
for  fostering  the  commercial  interests  of  one  section  of  the  confederacy 
at  the  expense  of  the  agricultural  interests  of  another,  those  sectional  and 
jealous  feelings  were  awakened  which  have  since  had  too  many  causes  to 
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keep  them  aroused.  Among  these  causes  which  have  tended  to  alienate 
and  separate  the  states  of  this  Union,  the  different  protective  tariffs  which 
have  created  and  cherished  a  premature  manufacturing  interest  which 
has  been  supported  and  maintained  by  bounties  from  the  other  great  in¬ 
terests  of  the  Union,  have  tended  yet  more  to  aggravate  and  embitter  these 
sectional  feelings.  In  a  country  like  ours  where  the  channels  of  invest¬ 
ment  are  open  to  all,  and  where  all  interests  have  free  competition,  that 
interest  which  requires  protection,  not  only  for  its  introduction  but  also 
for  its  support  and  preservation  during  a  series  of  years,  must  be  prema¬ 
ture.  An  enumeration  of  the  various  causes  which  have  produced  these 
sectional  feelings  would  be  but  a  summary  of  the  different  aggressions  of 
a  sectional  majority  for  sectional  purposes,  upon  those  principles  ol  equal¬ 
ity  and  justice,  upon  which  the  Constitution  and  Union  were  formed. 
But  all  these  aggressions  upon  our  constitutional  rights,  sink  into  insigni¬ 
ficance  when  compared  with  the  series  of  measures  by  which,  not  only 
the  equality  and  independence  of  the  Southern  States  is  threatened,  but 
their  very  existence  as  coequal  states  of  this  confederacy. 


THE  COMPROMISE  BILL. 

The  report  of  the  thirteen  Senators  of  the  United  States,  as  returned  by 
Mr.  Clay,  the  chairman  of  that  committee,  is  to  the  following  eff-ct : 
The  views  and  recommendations,  contained  in  this  report,  may  be  reca¬ 
pitulated  in  a  few  words.  1st.  The  admission  of  any  new  state  or  stat*s, 
formed  out  of  Texas,  to  be  postponed  until  they  shall  hereafter  present 
themselves  to  be  received  into  the  Union,  when  it  will  be  the  duty  of 
Congress,  fairly  and  faithfully  to  execute  the  compact  with  Texas  by 
admitting  such  state  or  states.  2nd.  The  admission  forthwith  of  Cali¬ 
fornia  into  the  Union,  with  boundaries,  which  she  has  proposed.  3rd. 
The  establishment  of  Territorial  governments,  without  the  Wilmot-pro- 
viso,  for  New  Mexico  and  Utah,  embracing  all  the  territory,  recently  ac¬ 
quired  by  the  United  States,  from  Mexico  not  contained  in  the  bounda¬ 
ries  of  California.  4th.  The  combination  of  these  too  last  mentioned 
measures  in  the  same  bill.  5th.  The  establishment  of  the  Western  and 
Northern  boundary  of  Texas,  and  the  exclusion  from  her  jurisdiction  of 
all  New  Mexico,  with  a  grant  to  Texas  of  a  pecuniary  equivalent,  and 
the  section  for  that  purpose  to  be  incorporated  in  the  bill,  admitting  Cali¬ 
fornia  and  establishing  Territorial  governments  for  Utah  and  New  Mex¬ 
ico.  6th.  More  effectual  enactments  of  law  to  secure  the  prompt  delivery 
of  persons,  bound  to  service  or  labor  in  one  state  under  the  laws  thereof, 
who  escape  into  another  state.  7th.  The  abstaining  from  abolishing 
slavery;  but  under  a  heavy  penalty,  prohibiting  the  slave  trade  in  the 
District  of  Columbia.  Let  us  now  consider  the  effects  of  these  proposi¬ 
tions.  As  the  1st  and  5th  of  these  measures  refer  to  the  same  subject 
matter,  it  will  conduce  to  a  clearer  understanding  of  the  two  propositions 
to  consider  them  together.  Refering  to  the  same  subject  matter  we  should 
naturally  be  led  to  think  that  they  would  have  been  introduced  as  the 
first  and  second  propositions  of  the  series.  But  we  find  the  proposition 
in  reference  to  the  admission  of  California  and  the  establishment  of  Terri- 
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tonal  governments,  for  Utah  and  New  Mexico,  interpolated  between  these 
two  kindred  measures.  An  examination  of  the  5th  proposition  wilt 
show  the  reason  for  this  divorce  between  measures  thus  intimately  asso¬ 
ciated.  That  proposition  is  to  the  following  effect:  The  establishment 
of  the  Northern  and  Western  boundary  of  Texas  and  the  exclusion  from 
her  jurisdiction  of  all  New  Mexico,  with  the  grant  to  Texas  of  a  pecu¬ 
niary  equivalent,  and  the  section  for  that  purpose  to  be  incorporated  in 
the  bill,  admitting  California  and  establishing  territorial  governments  for 
Utah  and  New  Mexico.  The  result  of  the  incorporation  of  the  section 
establishing  the  Northern  and  Western  boundary  of  Texas,  and  exclu¬ 
ding  from  her  jurisdiction  all  of  New  Mexico,  for  a  pecuniary  equiva¬ 
lent,  with  the  bill  admitting  California  and  establishing  territorial  gov¬ 
ernments  for  Utah  and  New  Mexico,  is  sufficiently  apparent,  when  we 
recollect  the  clause  in  the  Constitution  of  California,  prohibiting  slavery, 
and  the  assertion  of  Mr.  Clay,  the  chairman  of  the  committee,  that  slavery 
is  prohibited  in  Utah  and  New  Mexico  by  the  laws  of  Mexico.  By 
these  measures,  a  jarge  portion  of  territory  is  cut  off  from  Texas,  south 
of  thirty-six  degrees  and  thirty  minutes  of  north  latitude,  and  added  to 
free  territory,  thus  annulling  that  portion  of  the  bill  providing  for  the  ad¬ 
mission  of  Texas  into  the  Union,  which  allows  the  formation  of  four 
slave  states  south  of  that  line.  What  right  has  Congress  to  apply  the 
money  derived  from  the  inhabitants  of  all  the  states  of  the  Union  to  the 
annulling  of  its  contracts  and  the  conversion  of  slave  into  free  territory? 
Is  there  any  thing  like  justice  in  this  plan,  by  which  the  Southern  States 
a”e  required  not  only  to  transfer  their  rights  to  Northern  States,  but  also 
to  pay  for  the  rights  thus  transferred  ?  But  as  this  association,  with  free 
territory,  might  not  be  sufficient  to  render  the  territory  south  of  thirty- 
six  degrees  and  thirty  minutes  north  latitude  free,  in  opposition  to  the 
stipulations  made  at  the  time  of  the  admission  of  Texas,  and  the  first  ar¬ 
ticle  in  this  report  of  the  committee,  this  territory  is  to  be  bought  from 
Texas,  and  her  rights  and  the  rights  of  the  Southern  States  in  this  terri¬ 
tory  annulled  forever.  For,  in  the  decision  of  the  question  hereafter, 
the  enquiry  will  not  be  what  are  the  rights  of  Texas  and  the  Southern 
States,  arising  from  the  treaty,  providing  for  the  admission  of  Texas  and 
four  slave-holding  states  south  of  thirty-six  degrees  and  thirty  minutes, 
nor  even  what  are  the  equal  constitutional  rights  of  the  Southern  States 
in  this  territory,  bought  with  the  common  treasure  of  all  the  states  of  the 
Union;  but  these  rights  arising  from  a  participation  in  the  common  bur¬ 
thens,  responsibilities  and  taxes  of  the  Union,  will  be  entirely  overlooked, 
and  regard  and  respect  paid  only  to  the  wishes,  interests  and  prejudices 
of  a  sectional  majority.  The  2nd  measure  proposed,  is  in  the  following 
words:  2nd.  The  admission  forthwith  of  California  into  the  Union  with 
the  boundaries  she  ha*  proposed.  This  dictatorial  resolution  is  intended 
as  a  quietus  to  the  Southern  States.  These  states  having  entertained  the 
presumptuous  opinion,  that  as  they  had  furnished  a  majority  of  the  sol¬ 
diers  and  more  than  half  of  the  treasure  employed  in  the  conquest  of  the 
country,  that  regarding  this  as  a  conquest,  they  had  some  right  to  this  ter¬ 
ritory.  They  also  had  the  presumption  to  think,  that  regarding  Califor¬ 
nia  as  a  territory  ceded  to  the  United  States  by  Mexico,  that  as  they  com¬ 
posed  half  of  these  United  States,  that  they  were  entitled  to  a  portion  of 
the  territory  thus  ceded.  They  also  were  of  the  opinion,  that  regarding 
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ibid  not  as  a  confederacy  of  states,  with  equal  rights,  but  as  a  great  corn- 
soli  Uted  republic;  tint  as  they  have  a  population  of  some  six  or  eight 
millions  of  the  eighteen  or  twenty  millions  composing  the  population  of 
the  United  States,  that  even  on  this  ground  they  had  some  claim  to  this 
territory.  These  states  also  entertained  the  opinion,  that  the  Constitution 
of  the  ijnited  States  gave  them  equal  rights  with  the  other  states  of  the 
Union,  when  it  declared  that  Congress  should  have  power  to  dispose  of, 
anl  make  all  needful  rules  and  regulations  respecting  the  territory  or 
other  property  belonging  to  the  United  States,  and  that  nothing  in  the 
Constitution  should  be  so  construed  as  to  prejudice  any  claims  of  the 
United  States  or  of  any  particular  state.  Thus  far  the  concessions  ap¬ 
pear  to  be  all  on  one  side,  and  so  far  this  bill  has  nothing  in  it  to  entitle 
it  to  the  name  of  a  compromise.  The  3rd  proposition  is  the  establish¬ 
ment  of  Territorial  Governments,  without  the  Wilmot-proviso  for  Utah 
and  New  Mexico,  embracing  all  the  territory  recently  acquired  by  the 
United  States  from  Mexico,  not  contained  in  the  boundaries  of  California, 
The  4th,  is  the  combination  of  these  too  last  mentioned  measures  in  the 
same  bill.  The  meaning  of  the  word  compromise,  is  to  adjust  by  mutual 
concessions ;  and  the  definition  of  the  term  concession,  is  the  granting  or 
yielding  something  to  which  we  have  a  right.  If  there  is  any  conces¬ 
sion  to  the  Southern  States,  in  these  resolutions,  it  consists  in  the  refrain¬ 
ing  of  Congress  from  applying  the  Wilmot-proviso  to  these  Territories; 
but  to  make  this  a  concession,  Congress  must  have  the  right  to  pass  that 
proviso.  As  Congress  has  no  right  to  exercise  any  powers  but  those  dele¬ 
gated  to  it  by  the  Constitution,  and  as  that  instrument  is  giving  to  Con¬ 
gress  the  power  to  dispose  of  and  make  all  needful  rules  and  regulations 
respecting  the  territoriy  or  other  property  belonging  to  the  United  States, 
also  provides,  that  nothing  in  the  Constitution  shall  be  so  construed  as  to 
prejudice  any  claims  of  the  United  States,  or  of  any  particular  state.  And 
as  Congress,  by  this  proviso,  undertakes  not  only  to  prejudice,  but  to  de¬ 
stroy  the  claims  of  fifteen  of  the  thirty  states  of  this  confederacy,  it  is 
evident,  this  proviso  is  unconstitutional,  that  Congress  has  no  right  to 
pass  it,  and  consequently  the  admission  of  this  proviso  by  Congress,  is  no 
concession.  But  by  these  resolutions,  the  inhabitants  of  the  Southern 
States  are  allowed  their  constitutional  rights  of  emigrating  to  these  terri¬ 
tories  with  their  property.  But,  according  to  the  opinions  of  Mr.  Clay, 
the  chairman  of  this  committee,  the  inhabitants  of  the  Southern  States  are 
precluded,  by  the  laws  of  Mexico,  from  emigrating  to  these  territories 
with  their  slaves.  To  the  people  of  the  Southern  States,  it  is  a  matter  of 
very  little  consequence  whether  they  are  excluded  from  their  just  rights 
by  a  direct  violation  of  the  Constitution,  or  by  a  forced  construction  of  the 
law  of  nations.  These  territories  were  ceded  to  the  United  States  by 
Mexico,  and  by  that  cession,  the  laws  of  Mexico  in  these  territories  were 
abrogated,  and  the  laws  of  the  United  States  substituted  in  their  place. 
This  is  the  universal  practice  of  all  nations,  in  cases  of  conquest  or  of 
cession,  and  it  is  nothing  but  just  and  reasonable  that  such  should  be  the 
case,  for  if  any  rights  are  acquired  by  conquest  or  cession,  they  are  the 
rights  of  governing  the  country  thus  conquered  or  ceded.  That  the  con¬ 
quered  should  give  laws  to  their  conquerors  in  reference  to  political  rights, 
is  a  new  law  of  nations.  But  it  may  be  contended  that  the  laws  of  the 
United  Spates  do  not  recognize  slavery.  The  Constitution  of  the  United 
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States,  the  supreme  law  of  these  states,  recognises  slavery  in  the  artier® 
requiring  the  delivery  of  fugitive  slaves,  and  also  by  the  article  prohibit¬ 
ing  the  introduction  of  slaves  into  the  United  States  after  the  year  1808, 
and  imposing  a  tax  of  ten  dollars  on  every  one  imported  up  to  that  time. 
This  is  further  recognized  by  our  government  as  a  national  right,  pro¬ 
tected  by  national  law,  in  the  demands  made  upon  foreign  nations  for 
compensation  for  fugitive  slaves,  and  by  foreign  nations,  by  the  payment 
of  the  demands  thus  made.  But  even  waiving  the  rights  thus  recognized 
by  the  Constitution  and  laws  of  the  United  States,  and  by  the  governments 
of  foreign  nations,  there  are  still  other  Constitutional  and  just  reasons 
why  this  invidious  distinctions  should  not  be  made  between  the  Northern 
and  Southern  States  in  reference  to  this  territory.  The  Constitution  of 
the  United  States  declares,  that  Congress  shall  have  power  to  dispose  of, 
and  make  all  needful  rules  and  regulations  respecting  the  territory  or 
other  property  belonging  to  the  United  States.  And  nothing  in  this  Con¬ 
stitution  shall  be  so  construed,  as  to  prejudice  any  claims  of  the  United 
States  or  of  any  particular  state.  The  application  of  the  laws  of  Mexico 
to  the  territory  of  the  United  States  would  have  a  direct  tendency  to  pre¬ 
judice  the  claims  of  fifteen  of  the  thirty  states -of  this  Union,  and  would 
be  therefore  unconstitutional.  This  clause  of  the  Constitution,  combined 
that  which  declares  that,  “  the  citizens  of  each  state  shall  be  entitled  to  all- 
privileges  and  immunities  of  citizens  in  the  several  states,”  gives  to  the 
citizens  of  the  Southern  States  a  perfect  constitutional  equality  with  those 
of  the  Northern  States.  For  if  the  citizens  of  each  state  are  entitled  to 
all  privileges  and  immunities  of  citizens  in  the  several  states,  still  more  are 
they  entitled  to  all  privileges  and  immunities  in  the  territory  of  the  Uni¬ 
ted  States,  which  the  Constitution  defines  to  be  the  property  of  the  United' 
States,  and  in  reference  to  which  it  declares,  that  nothing  in  the  Constitu¬ 
tion  shall  be  so  construed  as  to  prejudice  any  claims  of  the  United  States 
or  of  any  particular  state.  Moreover,  Congress  being  but  the  trustee 
of  the  powers  delegated  to  it  by  the  Constitution,  has  no  right  derived 
from  that  instrument,  from  law,  justice  or  reason,  as  to  use  or  abuse,  those 
powers,  as  to  prejudice  or  destroy  the  claims  or  rights  of  any  particular- 
state  or  of  any  number  of  states  of  this  Union.  All  the  powers  of  Con¬ 
gress  being  derived  from  the  Constitution,  it  is  evident  that  a  majority  in 
Congress,  representing  a  majority  of  states,  or  a  majority  of  the  United 
States,  have  no  right  to  pass  any  law  affecting  the  rights  or  interests  of  a 
minority  of  the  states  or  a  minority  of  the  people  of  the  United  States; 
except  in  pursuance  of  the  provisions  of  that  Constitution.  The  idea 
that  Congress  possesses  powers  similar  to  those  exercised  by  the  English 
parliament,  is  one  that  has  been  industriously  inculcated  and  disseminated 
by  sectional  politicians  for  sectional  purposes  ever  since  the  adoption  of 
the  present  Federal  Constitution.  That  there  is  very  little  similarity  be¬ 
tween  the  two,  is  evident,  when  we  remember  that  the  English  parliament’ 
is  the  only  law-making  power  of  the  English  nation,  and  that  the  Con¬ 
gress  of  the  United  States  is  only  an  assistant  legislative  body  to  which 
certain  powers  have  been  delegated  by  the  states  for  the  common  defence 
and  general  welfare.  If  Congress  had  restricted  itself  to  the  exercise  of 
the  powers  delegated  to  it  by  the  Constitution,  those  sectional  and  partial 
measures  would  never  have  been  agitated  which  have  alienated  one  half 
of  the  states  of  this  confederacy,  and  which,  if  persisted  in,  must  produce 
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a  dissolution  of  the  Union  if  not  civil  war.  The  6th  proposition  is  to 
the  following  effect:  “More  effectual  enactments  of  law  to  secure  the 
prompt  delivery  of  persons  bound  to  service  or  labor  in  one  state  under 
the  laws  thereof  who  escape  into  another  state.” 

The  injury  and  loss  sustained  by  the  Southern  States  from  the  refusal 
•of  the  Northern  States  to  comply  with  their  constitutional  duty  in  refer¬ 
ence  to  the  delivery  of  fugitive  slaves,  has  been  one  of  the  principle  cau- 
'Ses  of  that  distrust  and  those  embittered  feelings  which  now  animate  the 
two  sections  of  the  Union.  There  has  been  a  good  deal  said  on  this  sub¬ 
ject  in  and  out  of  Congress,  but  it  has  produced  and  will  produce  no  good 
result.  The  6th  resolution  of  this  series,  can  and  will  do  no  good;  for  if 
;the  free  States  will  not  perform  the  obligations  imposed  upon  them  by  the 
•  constitution,  it  cannot  reasonably  be  expected  that  they  will  pay  greater 
regard  to  any  law  or  resolution  that  may  be  passed  by  Congress  on  this 
subject.  Aware  that  this  resolution  would  never  be  enforced,  there  has 
been  great  parade  of  concession  on  this  subject;  and  the  Southern  Mates 
have  been  required  to  give  up  for  this  recognition  of  a  right  guaranteed 
by  the  constitution,  their  rights  to  the  territory  in  Texas  south,  thirty-six 
degrees  and  thirty  minutes  north  latitude,  and  their  equal  rights  in  Cali¬ 
fornia,  in  Utah,  and  in  New  Mexico.  No  law  that  can  be  passed  by 
-Congress  can  be  stronger  than  the  provision  in  the  constitution  on  this 
subject;  for  that  article  expressly  declares,  that  “  no  person  held  to  service 
or  labor  in  one  State  under  the  laws  thereof,  escaping  into  another,  shall, 
in  consequence  of  any  law  or  regulation  therein,  be  discharged  from 
such  service  or  labor,  but  shall  be  delivered  up  on  claim  of  the  party  to 
whom  such  service  or  labor  may  be  due.”  Notwithstanding  this,  laws 
have  been  passed  in  most  of  the  Northern  states  in  direct  opposition  to, 
and  in  violation  of  this  constitutional  enactment,  at  the  very  time  that  this 
.-constitution  is  adopted  and  admitted  by  all  of  the  States  of  this  Union  as 
the  supreme  law  of  the  United  States.  While  this  constitutional  enact¬ 
ment  has  been  acknowledged  as  one  of  the  supreme  laws  of  the  United 
States,  citizens  of  the  Southern  States  going  into  the  Northern  States  of 
this  Union  for  the  recovery  of  their  fugitive  slaves,  have  been  mobbed, 
imprisoned,  and  assassinated  for  daring  to  assert  their  constitutional 
rights.  And  this,  which,  when  performed  by  citizens  of  foreign  States, 
would  be  considered  good  and  just  cause  of  war,  we  are  required  to  sub¬ 
mit,  because  it  is  done  by  those  who  profess  to  be  our  friends.  If  the  free 
States  are  so  much  opposed  to  slavery  as  to  be  unwilling  to  perform  their 
constitutional  duties,  let  them  withdraw  from  the  Union  ;  this  they  have 
a  perfect  right  to  do,  but  they  have  no  right  to  stay  in  the  Union  and  en¬ 
joy  all  of  its  advantages  and  bear  none  of  its  burdens  and  restrictions. 
They  have  no  right,  because  they  furnished  twenty-two  thousand  two 
hundred  and  thirty-six  men,  to  forty-three  thousand  three  hundred  and 
thirteen,  furnished  by  the  Southern  States  in  the  war  with  Mexico,  to  ap¬ 
propriate  to  themselves  the  whole  of  the  territory  gained  by  that  war. 
The  injustice  to  the  South  is  the  same,  whether  this  object  is  accomplish¬ 
ed  directly  by  the  application  of  the  Wilmot-proviso  to  this  territory,  or 
by  any  other  means  which  destroys  that  political  equality  between  the 
States  which  existed  al  the  formation  of  this  confederacy  of  States,  and 
without  which,  they  cannot  continue  united.  For  the  purposes  of  the 
union  of  States,  and  the  individuals  forming  a  State,  are  the  same,  name- 
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ly  :  The  common  defence  and  general  welfare.  And  as  long  as  these 
great  purposes  are  pursued,  society  remains  quiescent  in  the  State  or  con¬ 
federacy  ;  but  when  a  faction  in  the  State  or  confederacy  usurps  the  pow¬ 
ers  conferred  for  the  general  good,  and  converts  them  into  instruments  for 
the  gratification  of  its  own  ambitious  and  selfish  desires,  from  the  nature 
of  society,  revolution  must  and  will  ensue.  This  destruction  of  a  gov- 
ernment  which  usurps  powers  not  conferred,  and  perverts  those  which 
have  been  entrusted  to  it,  is  but  what  is  to  be  expected.  For  even  a  com¬ 
pany  of  thirteen  brothers,  emigrating  to  a  new  and  wild  country,  and  for¬ 
ming  a  union  for  the  purposes  of  common  defence  and  general  welfare, 
and  enacting  certain  general  laws  for  the  accomplishment  of  these  ob¬ 
jects,  and  also  for  the  security  of  the  individual  rights  of  each  member  of 
the  society.  This  society,  increasing  by  the  children  of  its  members, 
who  were  admitted  with  rights  and  privileges,  exactly  similar  and  equal 
with  those  of  the  original  contracting  parties,  and  admitted  into  the  com¬ 
pany  by  the  same  articles  of  union  by  which  the  society  was  at  first  form¬ 
ed  ;  such  a  company,  with  all  the  endearing  associations  arising  from 
their  near  relationship,  could  not  and  would  not  remain  united,  if  the 
original  compact  of  union  was  disregarded,  and  the  rights  and  property  of 
the  individual  members  guaranteed  thereby,  were  attacked,  and  an  attempt 
made  by  one  half  of  the  members  of  this  society  to  deprive  the  other  fif¬ 
teen  members,  not  only  of  their  equal  share  of  the  property  acquired  by 
the  united  efforts  of  all  the  members  of  the  society,  but  of  all  and  every 
portion  of  such  acquisition.  The  dissolution  of  such  a  union  would  be 
rendered  yet  more  certain,  if  to  these  injuries  there  was  added  the  further 
injury  and  insult  of  prying  into  and  interfering  with  the  social  relations 
and  family  government  of  the  members  thus  aggrieved.  If,  from  the  na¬ 
ture  of  man,  ties  of  such  near  and  dear  relationship  would  be  disregard¬ 
ed  and  sundered  for  the  maintenance  of  the  nearer  and  dearer  rights  of 
independence  and  equality,  can  we  suppose  that  a  similar  union  existing 
between  States  which  have  and  can  have  no  cause  for  affection  and  kind 
feeling,  but  those  arising  from  a  mutual  regard  and  attention  to  their  mu¬ 
tual  rights  and  interests,  will  be  preserved  when  one-half  of  the  States  of 
this  Union  seem  to  have  no  dearer  object  than  to  insult,  degrade,  war  up¬ 
on  and  destroy  the  rights,  interests  and  property  of  the  other  half.  The 
7th  proposition  is,  “  Abstaining  from  abolishing  slavery,  but  under  a  heavy 
penalty,  prohibiting  the  slave  in  the  District  of  Columbia.”  The  phrase¬ 
ology  of  this  proposition  is  singular.  While  assuming  a  power  not 
granted  by  the  Constitution,  it  usurps  a  yet  more  unconstitutional  and  dan¬ 
gerous  power.  This  is  evident,  when  we  consider  the  signification  of 
the  word  abstain,  which  means  to  refrain  from  performing  some  act  which 
we  have  a  right  to  perform,  but  which  we  forbear  from  performing  from 
motives  of  expediency  or  clemency.  The  definition  of  the  word  abstain, 
as  given  by  Walker,  is  to  forbear,  to  deny  one’s  self  any  gratification. 
Upon  reference  to  the  same  authority,  we  find  that  forbear,  means  to  de¬ 
cline,  to  omit  voluntarily,  to  spare,  to  treat  with  clemency,  to  withhold. 
The  second  meaning  of  the  word  abstain,  is  equally  significant,  as  show¬ 
ing  with  what  difficulty  the  Congress  of  the  United  States  refrain  from 
the  abolition  of  slavery  in  the  District  of  Columbia — such  being  the  two 
meanings  of  the  word  abstain,  is  it  not  evident,  that  an  assumption  of  pow¬ 
er  is  made,  which  will  enable  Congress  to  abolish  slavery  in  the  District 
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of  Columbia,  whenever,  in  its  wisdom  or  folly  it  may  think  such  a  mea¬ 
sure  expedient.  The  District  of  Columbia  being  ceded  to  the  United 
States,  by  the  States  of  Maryland  and  Virginia,  for  the  purpose  of  giving 
to  the  United  States,  a  seat  of  government,  and  not  as  a  fulcrum  upon  which 
the  abolitionist  in  Congress  might  plant  their  usurped  powers  for  the  de¬ 
struction  of  the  pioperty  and  rights  of  the  Southern  States.  It  is  evident 
from  the  terms  of  cession  that  no  such  powers  as  are  now  claimed  by  the 
majority  in  Congress  were  granted.  The  Constitution  gives  to  Congress 
the  power  to  exercise  exclusive  legislation  in  all  cases  whatever,  over 
such  district  (not  exceeding  ten  miles  square)  as  may,  by  cession  of  parti¬ 
cular  States,  and  the  acceptance  of  Congress,  become  the  seat  of  govern¬ 
ment  of  the  United  States,  and  to  exercise  like  authority  over  all  places 
purchased  by  the  consent  of  the  legislature  of  the  State  in  which  the  same 
may  be,  for  the  erection  of  forts,  magazines,  arsenals,  dock-yards  and  other 
needful  buildings.  No  one  can  suppose,  that  Maryland  and  Virginia,  or 
any  other  State  would  have  ceded  any  portion  of  its  territory  to  the  Uni¬ 
ted  States,  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  Congress  to  attack  their  rights  and 
property.  But  the  Constitution  gives  to  Congress,  the  power  to  exercise 
exclusive  legislation  in  all  cases  whatever,  in  the  District  of  Columbia, 
and  it  may  be  contended,  that  gives  the  power  to  abolish  the  slave  trade, 
and  even  slavery  itself  in  the  District.  To  legislate,  means  to  give  laws 
for  the  protection,  preservation  and  descent  of  poperty,  and  the  preserva¬ 
tion  and  protection  of  all  personal  and  political  rights.  Any  act  of  gov¬ 
ernment,  that  attacks  and  destroys  personal  or  political  rights,  is  tyranny; 
and  any  act,  that  attacks  and  destroys  property,  is  robbery — such  being 
the  case,  there  is  no  just  power  in  Cougress,  to  pass  any  law  attacking 
and  destroying  the  personal  rights  of  the  inhabitants  of  the  District,  and 
the  personal  and  political  rights  of  the  inhabitants  of  the  States.  For  this 
power  is  only  claimed  by  Congress,  for  the  purpose  of  establishing  a  pre¬ 
cedent,  by  which  the  slaveholder,  between  the  States  maybe  attacked  and 
abolished.  This  is  merely  an  iniatory  step  to  the  abolition  of  slavery  in 
the  District  of  Columbia,  and  this  in  its  turn  is  intended  to  serve  as  an  ex¬ 
cuse  for  the  usurpation  by  Congress,  of  the  power  to  abolish  slavery  in 
the  States.  For  all  these  measures  are  only  parts  ofthe  system,  by  which 
ihe  fifteen  slaveholding  States  (which,  by  the  constitution  have  equal  rights 
with  the  fifteen  free  States)  are  to  be  localized,  discouraged  and  circum¬ 
cised.  In  a  confederacy  consisting  of  thirty  States,  what  greater  right 
have  fifteen  of  these  States  to  give  moral,  political  or  social  laws  to  the 
other  members  of  the  confederacy,  than  the  same  number  of  individuals 
in  a  company  of  thirty  men,  to  give  similar  laws  to  the  rest  of  the  com¬ 
pany.  A  joint  stock  company,  composed  of  thirty  men,  acquiring  any 
amount  of  property  by  the  combined  labor  and  capital  of  all  its  members, 
would  act  as  unjustly  and  unequally,  as  a  majority  in  Congress  wish  to 
act,  if  fifteen  members  were  allowed  to  seize  upon  and  appropriate  to  their 
own  exclusive  use  and  benefit,  all  of  the  property  thus  acquired.  This 
injustice  is  rendered  yet  more  glaring,  when  it  is  recollected  that  the  States 
which  are  to  be  excluded,  are  those  which  furnished  the  most  of  the  men 
and  money,  for  the  acquisition  of  this  territory.  States  have  no  right  to  give 
moral,  social  or  political  laws  to  foreign  States,  and  confederated  States 
have  only  power  and  right  to  give  such  laws  in  compliance  with  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  treaty,  by  which  they  have  become  united.  The  Consti- 
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tution  is  the  treaty,  by  which  the  States  of  this  Union  were  united,  and 
unless  some  authority  from  that  instrument  can  be  shown  by  which  the 
free  States  have  the  right  to  pass  laws  derogatory  to  the  social,  moral  and 
political  rights  ofthe  slave  States,  they  have  no  more  just  right  to  pass  such 
laws  than  an  equal  number  of  States,  or  an  equal  number  of  men  in  Eu¬ 
rope,  Asia  or  Africa.  If  a  treaty  of  union  were  formed  between  Eng¬ 
land  and  France,  for  their  mutual  defence  and  general  welfare,  and  France 
because  she  possessed  a  larger  population  than  England,  were  to  attempt, 
not  only  to  pass  laws,  derogatory  to  the  moral,  social  and  political  right 
guaranteed  by  the  treaty  of  union,  but  also  to  attempt  to  use  the  Union  lor 
the  destruction  of  some  great  interest  in  England,  how  long  would  such 
a  Union  last?  There  is  a  party  in  the  United  States,  that  is  attempting 
to  deprive  the  Southern  States  not  only  oftwelve  hundred  millions  of  dol¬ 
lars  worth  of  property,  but  also  of  all  those  equal  rights  guaranteed  by  the 
Constitution.  This  party  after  usurping  and  perverting  all  the  powers 
delegated  to  Congress  by  the  Constitution  for  the  promotion  of  the  gene¬ 
ral  good  of  all  the  States  and  the  inhabitants  of  all  the  States  ofthe  Union 
iinto  means  for  fostering  its  own  inte"ests  at  the  expense  of  those  of  the  rest 
of  the  States  of  the  Union,  sing  loud  hozannahs  to  the  Union,  and  express 
rthe  most  holy  horror  of  those  who  talk  of  the  dissolution  of  the  Union, 
when  the  Constitution  is  disregarded,  their  rights  of  person  and  property 
attacked,  and  the  Union  itself  con  verted  from  ablessing  to  a  curse.  The 
partizan  of  a  National  Government  may  eulogize,  as  much  as  they  please, 
the  Constitution  and  Union,  whilst  they  disregard  the  one  and  convert  the 
other,  into  an  instrument  for  the  degredation  and  destruction  of  a  portion 
of  the  States  of  this  confederacy;  but  unless  the  usurpation  of  Congress 
are  stopped  and  the  government  of  the  Union  is  administered  on  those 
principles  of  equality  and  justice  prescribed  by  the  Constitution,  this  Union 
cannot,  will  not,  and  ought  not  to  last.  The  time  has  come  when  a  calcu¬ 
lation  of  the  benefits  ofthe  Union  are  overbalanced,  by  an  enumeration  of 
losses  sustained  and  rights  withheld  from  the  Southern  States  by  the  free 
States  of  the  North.  Unless  that  equality  of  rights  and  privileges,  which 
existed  at  the  formation  of  this  Union,  is  restored  and  maintained,  this 
Union  cannot  last,  though  it  may  be  patched  together  for  a  short  time  by 
pretended  compromises.  Fora  union  of  States  cannot  long  exist,  after 
all  the  objects  for  which  it  was  formed,  have  been  perverted  to  the  ag¬ 
grandisement  of  one  portion  of  that  Union  at  the  expense  ofthe  rights  and 
independence  of  another  portion.  States  or  individuals  can  gain  no  ad¬ 
vantages,  which  will  compensate  them  for  the  loss  of  their  rights  of  inde¬ 
pendence  and  equality.  So  the  States  of  this  Union  can  gain  nothing 
which  will  compensate  them  for  the  loss  of  that  equality  of  rights  in  refe¬ 
rence  to  thecommon  property  of  the  Union,  and  that  independence  in  re¬ 
ference  to  their  internal  governments,  interests  and  property  which  the 
Constitution  was  formed  to  establish  and  maintain. 


THE  UNION. 


We  come  now  to  examine  in  the  last  place,  the  Union,  or  the  relation's 
existing  between  the  different  states  of  this  confederacy. 

When  the  different  occupations  and  the  diverse  interests  of  the  two 
sections  of  the  Union  are  considered,  and  the  prosperity  which  has  re¬ 
sulted  to  all  the  states,  from  the  union  under  the  Constitution,  but  in  an 
especial  manner,  and  to  a  greater  degree  to  the  manufacturing  and  com- 
mercial  states  of  the  North,  we  are  naturally  led  to  think  that  those  states 
would  be  most  strongly  attached  to  the  Constitution  and  the  Union.  Ac¬ 
cordingly  we  find,  that  these  states  have  always  been  the  loudest  in  their 
professions  of  devotion  to  the  Union;  but  with  the  selfishness  and  want 
of  knowledge,  which  ever  characterizes  tyrannies,  whether  of  majori¬ 
ties,  minorities,  or  of  individuals,  they  have  disregarded  the  Constitution, 
the  bond  under  which  that  union  was  formed,  and  wish  to  enjoy  the  bene¬ 
fits  of  that  union,  without  performing  their  constitutional  duties,  or  re¬ 
garding  the  constitutional  rights  of  their  co-equal  states  in  this  Union. 
The  different  colonies  from  which  were  formed  the  states  composing  this 
confederacy,  were  settled  under  different  charters,  and  by  men  of  differ¬ 
ent  manners,  customs,  and  religious  denominations,  who  were  too  much 
accustomed  and  attached  to  their  colonial  legislatures,  governments  and 
laws,  to  form  a  union,  by  which  the  inhabitants  of  New  England  and 
the  southern  colonies,  with  their  different  interests  and  social  relationsr 
should  be  consolidated  under  one  government  and  system  of  law.  Ac¬ 
cordingly,  we  find  no  union  of  the  colonies  before  the  revolutionary  war,, 
excepting  those  temporary  unions  of  a  portion  of  the  colonies,  for  the 
purpose  of  subduing  a  powerful  Indian  chief  or  tribe,  and  as  soon  as  these- 
objects  had  been  accomplished,  the  colonies  always  returned  to  the  state- 
of  independence,  in  reference  to  each  other,  which  had  existed  before 
these  unions.  But  when  the  English  government  attempted  to  degrade 
the  Anglo-American  into  a  serf  or  vassal  of  the  English  government, 
the  cool  and  determined  courage  of  the  inhabitants  of  the  Northern  colo¬ 
nies  was  aroused,  not  less  than  the  proud  and  hauty  spirit  of  those  of  the 
South.  A  common  danger  from  a  powerful  enemy,  produced  a  general 
and  closer  union  than  had  ever  existed  before;  but  even  then,  when  pres¬ 
sed  together  by  a  powerful  external  force,  we  see  the  same  attachment  ex¬ 
hibited,  for  the  local  governments,  and  an  equal  distrust  of  that  of  the 
federal  government.  For  the  second  article  of  the  articles  of  the  con¬ 
federation,  under  which  our  independence  was  finally  achieved,  is  in  the 
following  words:  ‘‘Each  State  retains  its  sovereignty,  freedom  and  inde¬ 
pendence;  and  every  power,  jurisdiction  and  right,  which  is  not  by  this 
confederation,  expressly  delegated  to  the  United  States  in  Congress  as¬ 
sembled.”  Throughout  the  whole  of  these  articles,  there  is  exhibited 
the  same  love  for  the  state  governments,  and  jealousy  of  the  federal 
government  which  breathes  and  speaks  in  this  article.  This  love  and 
jealousy,  speaks  also  in  the  Constitution,  clearly  and  strongly  enough  to 
secure  that  equality  of  rights  in  reference  to  the  common  property  of  the 
Union,  and  that  independence,  in  reference  to  the  internal  interests,  rights, 
and  property  of  the  States,  which  constitutes  the  living  principle  of  all 
confederate  republics.  Without  these  two  principles,  a  confederate  re- 
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public  degenerates,  first  into  a  consolidated  government  under  the  con¬ 
trol  of  a  sectional  majority,  which,  in  its  turn,  soon  degenerates,  or  rather 
improves  into  a  military  despotism  ;  for  of  all  despotisms,  that  of  a  sec¬ 
tional  or  local  majority,  is  the  worst:  This  accounts  for  the  fact,  that 
there  have  been  more  monarchies  than  republics,  for  it  is  ever  safer  and 
cheaper  to  trust  power  over  persons  or  property,  to  an  individual,  even 
where  their  interests  are  opposed  to  those  of  the  ruler,  than  to  a  majo¬ 
rity,  whose  interests  are  also  opposed  to  those  of  the  minority;  because 
the  spmpathies  and  feelings  of  the  Monarch  may  be  touched  and  moved, 
but  those  of  an  interested  majority,  can  neither  be  moved  by  sympathy 
nor  reason,  and  it  is  cheaper  to  support  one  tyrant,  than  thousands  or 
millions.  When  these  States  entered  into  this  Union,  they  had  no  more 
intention  of  forming  a  confederacy  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  the  larg¬ 
er  and  stronger  members  of  the  confederacy  to  seize  upon  the  property, 
and  tyrannize  over  the  smaller  and  weaker  members  of  that  Union,  than 
the  citizens  of  a  State,  when  forming  the  Constitution,  or  enacting  laws 
for  its  government,  intended  to  give  to  the  strong,  the  right  to  domineer 
over  the  weak  :  On  the  contrary,  the  first  object  of  the  formation  of  so¬ 
ciety  and  government  in  a  State,  is  to  protect  its  citizens  in  the  first  place, 
against  foreign  States,  and  in  the  second,  to  protect  the  weak  against  the 
strong  ;  and  so  this  confederacy  had  for  its  first  and  principal  external  ob- 
ect,  protection  against  foreign  States;  and  for  its  first  internal  object,  the 
protection  of  the  independence,  property  and  rights  of  its  members.  This 
change  if  it  takes  place  in  reference  to  the  African  race  in  the  South¬ 
ern  states,  like  most  great  changes  which  take  place  in  the  moral,  social, 
and  political  conditions  of  a  large  class  of  men,  must  be  gradual,  other/ 
wise,  it  must  be  productive  of  anarchy  and  civil  war./  On  this  sub¬ 
ject,  Mr.  Madison  observes,  “The  powers  delegated  by  the  proposed 
Constitution  to  the  Federal  Government  are  few  and  defined.  Those 
which  are  to  remain  in  the  State  governments,  are  numerous  and  indefi¬ 
nite:  the  former  will  be  exercised  principally  on  external  objects,  as  war, 
peace,  negociation,  and  foreign  commerce;  with  which  last,  the  power  of 
taxation  will,  for  the  most  part,  be  connected.  The  powers  reserved 
to  the  several  States  will  extend  to  all  objects,  which  in  the  ordinary 
course  of  affairs,  concern  the  lives,  liberties,  and  properties  of  the  people, 
and  the  internal  order,  improvement,  and  prosperity  of  the  State.”  As 
the  term  State  implies  a  number  of  men  associated  together,  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  protecting  the  persons  and  property  of  its  citizens,  and  recogni¬ 
zed  by  other  States  as  having  the  right  and  power  to  pass  such  laws  as 
it  thinks  proper,  in  reference  to  its  internal  concerns,  the  title  of  The 
United  Slates  would  be  manifestly  absurd  if  the  government  of  the  Union 
was  intended  to  act  in  the  States,  on  their  internal  interests,  rights  and  pro¬ 
perty,  so  as  to  supersede  their  State  governments;  because  in  that  case, 
there  would  be  only  one  great  consolidated  State.  In  reference  to  the 
objects  of  a  confederacy,  Montesque  remarks,  “  If  a  republic  is  small,  it 
is  destroyed  by  a  foreign  force:  If  it  be  large,  it  is  ruined  by  internal 
imperfection.  To  this  two-fold  inconvenience,  both  democracies  and 
aristocracies  are  equally  liable,  and  that,  whether  they  be  good  or  bad. 
The  evil  is  in  the  very  thing  itself,  and  no  form  can  redress  it.  It  is 
therefore  very  probable,  that  mankind  would  have  been  at  length  obliged 
to  live  constantly  under  the  government  of  one  person,  had  they  not  con- 
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Wived  a  kind  of  constitution  that  has  all  the  internal  advantages  of  a  re¬ 
publican,  together  with  the  external  force  of  a  monarchial  government. 

I  mean  a  confederate  republic.  This  form  of  government  is  a  conven¬ 
tion  by  which  several  small  states  agree  to  beeonie  members  of  a  larger 
one  which  they  intend  to  form.  It  is  a  kind  of  assemblage  of  societies 
that  constitute  a  new  one,  capable  of  increasing  by  means  of  new  associa¬ 
tions,  till  they  arrive  to  such  a  degree  of  power,  as  to  be  able  to  provide 
for  the  security  of  the  united  body.  A  republic  of  this  kind  able  to  with¬ 
stand  an  external  force,  may  support  itself  without  any  internal  corrup¬ 
tion.  The  form  of  this  society  prevents  all  manner  of  inconveniences. 
If  a  single  member  should  attempt  to  usurp  the  supreme  authority,  he 
could  not  be  supposed  to  have  an  equal  authority  and  credit  in  all  the  con¬ 
federate  states.  Were  he  to  have  too  great  an  influence  over  one,  this 
would  alarm  the  rest:  Were  he  to  subdue  a  part,  that  which  would  still 
remain  free,  might  oppose  him  with  forces  independant  of  those  which 
he  had  usurped,  and  overthrow  him  before  he  could  be  settled  in  his  usur¬ 
pation.  Should  a  popular  insurrection  happen  in  one  of  the  confederate 
states,  the  others  are  able  to  quell  it.  Should  abuses  creep  into  one  part, 
they  are  reformed  by  those  that  remain  sound.  The  state  may  be  des¬ 
troyed  on  one  side  and  not  on  the  other :  The  confederacy  may  be  dis¬ 
solved,  and  the  confederates  preserve  their  sovereignty.  As  this  govern¬ 
ment  is  composed  of  petty  republics,  it  enjoys  the  internal  happiness  of 
each ;  and  with  respect  to  its  external  situation,  it  is  possessed  by  means  of 
the  association,  of  all  the  advantages  of  large  monarchies.”  The  great 
danger  to  be  apprehended  in  a  confederate  republic,  is  that  some  great 
state  or  number  of  states  shall  seize  upon  the  powers  delegated  to  the  con¬ 
federacy,  for  the  promotion  of  the  general  good  of  all  the  states  of  the 
confederacy,  and  pervert  them  into  instruments  for  the  gratification  of 
their  own  selfish  and  ambitious  designs  at  the  expense  of  the  rights,  inte¬ 
rests,  property,  and  independence  of  the  other  members  of  the  confederacy. 
Against  this  danger  by  which  the  confederate  republics  of  antiquity  were 
destroyed,  the  framers  of  our  Constitution  seem  to  have  been  particular¬ 
ly  guarded.  This  is  evident,  not  only  from  the  accuracy  with  which  the 
powers  of  the  federal  government  are  defined,  the  caution  with  which 
they  are  circumscribed  and  limited,  but  also  from  the  jealousy  with  which 
the  equality  of  rights,  duties  and  responsibilities  of  all  the  states  of  the 
Union  are  described,  and  their  independence  of  the  federal  government, 
in  reference  to  all  powers  and  rights  not  expressly  confered  on  the  go¬ 
vernment  of  the  Union,  by  the  Constitution,  is  asserted.  From  the  na¬ 
ture  and  composition  of  a  confederate  republic,  the  powers  of  the  govern¬ 
ment  are  necessarily  confided  to  a  majority,  and  the  only  way  to  prevent 
the  tyranny  of  a  factious  or  sectional  majority,  is  so  to  define  and  limit 
those  powers  by  the  Constitution  as  to  protect  and  secure  the  rights,  pro¬ 
perty  and  independence  of  the  minority.  The  framers  of  our  Constitution 
being  well  aware  of  this  fact,  that  in  a  confederate  republic  the  minority 
always  needs  protection  for  the  security  of  its  rights  and  interests,  so  fram¬ 
ed  that  instrument  as  to  secure  the  one  and  protect  the  other  whilst  its  pro¬ 
visions  were  observed,  and  its  powers  executed  in  the  spirit  of  equality 
and  justice  in  which  they  were  formed.  An  examination  of  the  powers 
delegated  to  Congress  by  the  Constitution  and  the  manner  in  which  they 
have  been  executed,  will  show  whether  the  majority  have  used  those 
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powers  for  the  promotion  of  the  objects  for  which  they  were  conferred', 
or  for  the  promotion  of  their  own  sectional  interests.  The  power,  the 
abuse  of  which  in  republics  is  most  to  be  guarded  against,  is  that  of  taxa¬ 
tion.  Accordingly,  we  find  this  power  most  accurately  defined,  and' 
strictly  limited  by  the  Constitution.  The  first'  clause  of  the  8th  section  of 
the  first  article  of  the  Constitution,  is  in  the  following  words,  “Congress- 
shall  have  power  to  lay  and  collect  taxes,  duties,  imposts  and  excises,  In' 
pay  the  debts  and  provide  for  the  common  defence  and  general  welfare 
of  the  United  States;”  “  But  all  duties,  imposts  and  excises,  shall  be  uni¬ 
form  throughout  the  United  States.”  Nothing  can  be  clearer  than  that- 
the  intention  of  this  clause  is  to  secure  uniformity  in  the  imposts,  duties 
and  excises,  throughout  the  United  States.  Not  a  mere  nominal  equality, 
but  absolute  uniformity.  This  clause  would  seem  sufficient  to  secure 
that  uniformity  and  equality  between  the  states,  which  is  so  much  to  Be 
desired  in  a  confederate  republic,  and  yet,  in  direct  opposition  to  this 
clause  of  the  Constitution,  tariffs  have  been  passed  by  the  majority  in 
Congress  from  the  Northern  states,  which  have  made  the  states  of  one 
portion  of  this  confederacy,  tributary  to  those  of  another.  On  this  sub¬ 
ject,  Mr.  Madison  observes,  “  To  those  who  do  not  view  the  question 
through  the  medium  of  passion  or  of  interest,  the  desire  of  the  commer¬ 
cial  states  to  collect,  in  any  form,  an  indirect  revenue  from  their  uncom¬ 
mercial  neighbors,  must  appear,  not  less  impolitic  than  it  is  unfair,  since 
it  would  stimulate  the  injured  party,  by  resentment  as  well  as  interest,  to 
resort  to  less  convenient  channels  for  their  trade:  But  the  mild  voice  of 
reason,  pleading  the  cause  of  an  enlarged  and  permanent  interest,  is  but  too 
often  drowned  before  public  bodies  as  well  as  individuals,  by  the  clamors 
of  an  impatient  avidity  for  immediate  and  immoderate  gain.”  But  this 
is  not  the  only  security  that  the  Constitution  gives  the  minority  against 
the  partial,  unequal  and  unjust  action  of  a  sectional  majority,  on  the  great 
subject  of  taxation ;  for  the  fourth  clause  of  the  9th  section  of  the  first 
article,  enacts,  that  no  capitulation,  or  other  direct  tax  shall  be  laid,  unless, 
in  proportion  to  the  census  or  enumeration  hereinbefore  directed  to  be 
taken.  By  these  two  clauses  of  the  Constitution,  we  have  uniformity  in 
the  indirect  taxes,  and  equality  in  the  direct  taxes  of  the  Union.  That 
the  equality  produced  by  these  two  classes,  was  not  intended  to  be  left  to 
the  tender  mercies  of  a  majority  in  Congress,  is  further  shown  by  the  ex¬ 
position  of  Gen.  Alexander  Hamilton,  one  of  the  framers  of  the  Consti¬ 
tution  ;  for  treating  of  this  subject  of  taxation,  he  observes,  “  Let  it  be  re¬ 
collected,  that  the  proportion  of  these  taxes,  is  not  to  be  left  to  the  Nation¬ 
al  legislature,  but  it  is  to  be  determined  by  the  numbers  of  each  state,  as 
described  in  the  second  section  of  the  fourth  article.  An  actual  census 
or  enumeration  of  the  people  must  furnish  the  rule,  a  circumstance  which 
effectually  shuts  the  door  to  partiality  or  oppression.”  The  abuse  of  this 
power  of  taxation,  seems  to  have  been  provided  against,  with  guarded1 
circumspection.  In  addition  to  the  precaution,  just  mentioned,  there  is  a 
provision,  that  “'all  duties,  imposts  and  excises,  shall  be  uniform  through¬ 
out  the  United  States.”  Any  one  would  suppose,  from  these  two  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  Constitution,  that  as  Gen.  Hamilton  thought  the  door  had 
been  effectually  shut  to  partiality  or  opposition.  And  yet,  what  do  we 
find  this  uniformity  and  equality  to  amount  to  in  practice  under  the  rule 
of  construction,  adopted  by  the  Northern  majority  in  Congress.  Wc 
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find  that  the  Southern  states,  containing  less  than  one  half  of  the  popu¬ 
lation  of  the  Union,  have  paid  more  than  two-thirds  of  the  duties  col¬ 
lected  in  that  Union,  from  the  year  1791,  to  June  the  30th,  1845.  From 
a  table  prepared  by  the  able  author  of  the  pamphlet  on  “  The  Union, 
Past  and  Future,”  from  the  reports  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  in 
31839,  and  in  .1845  and  1846,  it  appears,  that  ‘-the  whole  amount  of  du¬ 
ties  collected  from  the  year  1791,  to  June  30th,  1845,  after  deducting  the 
drawbacks  on  foreign  merchandize  exported,  was  $  927.050,097  ;  of  this 
-sum,  the  siaveholding  states  paid  $711,200,000;  and  the  free  states 
only  $215,850,097.  Had  the  same  amount  been  paid  by  the  two  sec¬ 
tions  in  the  constitutional  ratio  of  their  federal  population,  the  South 
would  have  paid  only  $394,707,917  ;  and  the  North  $532,342,180. — - 
Therefore,  the  slaveholding  states  paid  $316,492,083  more  than  their 
just  share,  and  the  free  states  as  much  less.  They  were  free  indeed  ! 
not  only  of  slaves,  but  of  taxes  !  By  carrying  our  calculation  down  to 
4849,  the  sum  of  316  millions  is  raised  to  330  odd  millions.”  Such  has 
been  the  result  of  that  uniformity  and  equality,  which  the  Constitution3 
the  supreme  law  of  the  Union  declares  shall  be  carried  out  by  Congress, 
in  reference  to  duties,  imposts,  excises  and  capitation  or  other  direct  taxa¬ 
tion.  But  we  have  devoted  as  much  space  as  we  can  afford,  to  this  por¬ 
tion  of  the  subject,  although  this  is  but  one  of  the  many  cases,  in  .which, 
on  the  subject  of  revenue,  the  Northern  states  have  shown  their  disre¬ 
gard  of  the  constitutional  rights  of  the  Southern  states.  From  the  large 
extent  of  unoccupied  territory,  we  might  naturally  expect  there  would  be 
dissentions  between  the  different  states  in  reference  thereto.  And  accor¬ 
dingly,  we  find  under  the  articles  of  confederation,  this  to  have  been  one 
of  the  most  fruitful  subjects  of  discord  between  the  states.  The  history 
of  the  United  States  from  the  time  of  their  first  union  under  the  articles 
of  confederation,  to  the  present  day,  will  show  the  insidious,  unjust,  and 
unconstitutional  course  pursued  by  the  Northern  states,  in  reference  to 
this  subject.  The  Northern  states  having  complained  of  the  large  ex¬ 
tent  of  territory  held  by  Virginia  and  the  other  states  of  the  South,  pas¬ 
sed  an  act  of  Congress,  on  the  6th  day  of  September,  1780,  recommend¬ 
ing  to  the  several  states  in  the  Union,  having  claims  to  waste  and  unap¬ 
propriated  lands  in  the  Western  country,  a  liberal  cession  to  the  United 
States,  of  a  portion  of  their  respective  claims,  for  the  common  benefit 
of  the  Union.  In  compliance  with  this  recommendation  of  Congress, 
aud  that  generosity  and  love  of  the  Union,  which  have  ever  characte¬ 
rized  her,  Virginia  by  her  Acts  of  1781  and  1783,  ceded  to  the  United 
States  her  territory  north-west  of  the  Ohio  river;  but,  with  the  express 
provision,  that  all  the  lands  within  the  Territory  so  ceded  to  the  United 
States  and  not  reserved  for,  or  appropriated  to  any  of  the  before^mention- 
ed  purposes,  (the  cession  to  General  Clark,  his  officers  and  soldiers  of 
one  hundred  and  fifty  acres  of  land)  or  disposed  of  in  bounties  to  the  offi¬ 
cers  and  soldiers  of  the  American  army,  shall  be  considered  as  a  com¬ 
mon  fund,  for  the  use  and  benefit  of  such  of  the  United  States  as  have 
become,  or  shall  become  members  of  the  confederation  or  federal  allow¬ 
ance  of  the  said  states,  Virginia  inclusive,  according  to  their  usual  res¬ 
pective  proportions,  in  the  general  charge  and  expenditure,  and  shall  be 
faithfully  and  bona  fide  disposed  of  for  that  purpose  and  for  no  other  use 
or  purpose  whatever.  The  Northern  states  having  thus  accomplished 
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their  darling  object  of  having  this  immense  territory  transferred  to  the 
United  States,  of  which  they  composed  a  majority,  let  us  now  see  with  what 
justice  and  good  faith  they  executed  the  trust  thus  reposed  in  their  integ* 
rity  and  honour  It  is  evident,  that  the  United  States  requesting  and  ac¬ 
cepting  this  territory  under  these  conditions,  had  no  right  to  dispose  of, 
or  use  this  territory,  in  any  other  way  than  for  the  common  use  of  such 
of  the  United  States  as  had  become  or  should  become  members  of  the 
confederation  or  federal  alliance  of  the  said  states,  and  according  to  their 
usual  and  respective  proportions  in  the  general  charge  and  expenditure. 
The  Northern  states,  not  content  with  this  just  disposition  of  this  terri¬ 
tory,  wished  to  appropriate  the  whole  of  it  to  their  own  exclusive  use  and 
benefit,  and  accordingly  we  find  them  in  violation  of  the  express  provi¬ 
sions  of  the  Act  of  Cession  of  Virginia,  of  1783,  by  which  alone,  they 
possessed  any  right  to  this  territory,  and  in  violation  of  that  justice  and 
good  faith  which  should  characterise  states  not  less  than  individuals,  pas¬ 
sing  the  celebrated  ordinance  of  seventeen  hundred  and  eighty-seven,  by 
which,  they  appropriated  to  their  own  use,  the  benefits  of  the  whole  of 
this  territory,  excluding  Virginia  and  all  their  sister  states  of  the  South. 
This  was  the  first  act  in  the  series  of  aggressions  on  the  rights  of  the 
Southern  states,  in  reference  to  the  territory  of  the  U.  States.  The  next 
occasion  upon  which  a  transfer  of  territory  was  made  to  the  United  States, 
we  see  the  same  grasping  spirit  evinced  by  the  Northern  states.  The 
United  States  having  in  April,  1803,  purchased  from  France  for  fifteen 
millions  of  dollars,  the  Territory  of  Lousiana,  comprising  an  area  of 
1,189,112  square  miles,  the  whole  of  which  was  slaveholding  territory, 
and  so  remained  until  1821,  when  Missouri  was  admitted  into  the  Union. 
In  1819,  Missouri  applied  for  admission  into  the  Union,  but  was  refused 
admission,  except  upon  the  condition,  that  the  further  introduction  of  sla¬ 
very  or  involuntary  servitude,  be  prohibited,  except  for  the  punishment 
of  crimes,  whereof  the  party  shall  have  been  duly  convicted ;  and  that 
all  the  children,  born  within  the  said  state  after  the  admission  thereof 
into  the  Union,  shall  be  free  at  the  age  of  twenty-five  years.  The  North¬ 
ern  majority  in  the  House  of  Representatives  refused  to  admit  without  this 
restriction  upon  the  property  and  rights  of  the  citizens  of  Missouri.  But 
the  Senate  refused  to  acquiese  in  any  such  act  of  robbery  and  outrage,  and 
consequently  Missouri  was  obliged  to  remain  under  her  territorial  gov¬ 
ernment,  nntil  1821,  when  she  was  admitted  into  the  Union  under  the 
famous  Missouri  compromise;  a  measure  as  unjust  as  it  was  unconstitution¬ 
al,  by  which  the  line  of  36  degree  and  30  minutes  north  latitude  was  drawn, 
cutting  off  from  the  Louisiana  purchase,  964,667  square  miles  of  terri¬ 
tory,  and  converting  it  from  slave  into  free  territory;  for  slavery  had  ex¬ 
isted  in  this  territory,  not  only  under  the  Spanish  and  French  govern¬ 
ment  of  this  territory,  but  also  under  that  of  the  United  States,  from  the 
time  of  the  purchase  in  1803,  to  the  time  of  the  pas«ageof  this  so  called 
compromise  bill,  in  1821.  But  we  have  characterised  this  measure  as 
not  only  unjust,  but  as  unconstitutional.  Let  us  now  see,  whether  the 
facts  of  the  case  justify  this  assertion.  According  to  the  censes  of  1820, 
the  population  of  the  United  States  and  their  territories,  was  9,638,131, 
of  this  number,  the  Northern  or  free  states,  and  the  ftee  territories,  con¬ 
tained  5,166,594;  and  the  slave  states,  the  Territory  of  Missouri  and  the 
District  of  Columbia,  4,471,53 7;  deducting  the  population  of  the  slave 
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states,  from  that  of  the  free  states,  we  have  695,057,  the  majority  of  the 
population  of  the  free  over  the  slave  states.  A  division  of  this  territory 
according-  to  the  population  of  the  free  and  slaveholding  states,  would 
give  to  the  former  682,364,  and  to  the  latter  506,748  square  miles.  In¬ 
stead  of  this  just  division  of  territory,  we  find  the  free  states  appropriating 
to  their  own  use  964,667  square  miles  of  this  territory,  and  leaving  to 
the  slave  states  only  224,445  square  miles,  being  1 6,72 1 5  square  miles, 
less  than  one  fourth  as  much  as  that  appropriated  by  the  free  states,  to 
their  own  exclusive  use  and  benefit.  So  much  for  the  justice  of  this  fa¬ 
mous  measure. 

Let  us  now  see  whether  it  is  not  as  unconstitutional  as  unjust. 

The  second  clause  of  the  3d  section  of  the  4th  article  of  the  Constitu¬ 
tion  enacts,  that  Congress  shall  have  power  to  dispose  of  and  make  all 
needful  rules  and  regulations,  respecting  the  territory  or  other  property 
belonging  to  the  United  States;  and  nothing:  in  this  Constitution  shall  be 
so  construed,  as  to  prejudice  any  claims  of  the  United  States,  or  of  any 
particular  state.  The  states  of  this  Union  need  no  better  security  for 
equality  and  justice  in  reference  to  the  territory  of  the  United  States,  than 
this  clause  gives  them.  In  the  first  place,  it  declares  the  territory  of  the 
United  States,  to  be  the  property  of  the  United  States,  and  consequently, 
to  belong  to  all  of  the  United  States,  and  not  to  any  particular  State  or 
any  number  of  states,  less  than  the  whole.  If  the  free  states  had  the 
right  to  appropriate  to  their  own  use  and  advantage,  because  they  posses¬ 
sed  a  small  majority  of  the  inhabitants  of  the  Union,  more  than  four- 
fifths  of  the  territory  bought  with  the  common  treasure  of  the  Union,  of 
which,  they  contributed  less  than  half,  they  had  an  equal  right  to  appro¬ 
priate  to  their  own  exclusive  use  and  benefit,  four-fifths  of  all  the  revenue 
of  the  Union,  four-fifths  of  the  ships,  of  the  naval  and  military  stores, 
and  in  fine,  four-fifths  of  all  the  property  of  the  Union.  But  the  second 
part  of  this  clause  declares,  that  nothing  in  this  Constitution  shall  be  so 
construed,  as  to  prejudice  any  claims  of  the  United  States,  or  any  particu¬ 
lar  state.  The  claims  of  the  slaveholding  states  to  this  territory,  were 
at  least,  equal  to  those  of  the  non-slaveholding  states,  because,  in  the 
first  place,  as  we  have  stated  before,  this  territory  was  slaveholding,  not 
only  under  the  Spanish  and  French  governments,  but  also  under  that  of 
the  United  States,  from  the  purchase  in  1803,  to  1821.  In  the  second 
place,  the  slaveholding  states,  including  Missouri,  (which  was  entitled 
from  her  population,  to  be  considered  a  state,)  constituted  one  half  of  the 
states  of  the  Union,  and  if  the  states  were  to  be  considered  as  equal  in 
rights,  the  slaveholding  states  as  numbering  twelve  of  the  twenty-four 
states  were,  (on  the  principle  of  equality  recognized  by  the  laws  of  na¬ 
tions)  entitled  to  one-half  of  this  territory.  Again,  if  we  take  the  amount 
contributed  by  the  two  sections  towards  the  support  of  the  federal  govern¬ 
ment,  and  the  liquidation  of  the  debts  contracted  by  that  government  as 
the  principle,  upon  which  a  division  was  to  be  made,  we  shall  find  the 
slaveholding  states  entitled  to  more  than  half  of  this  territory,  as  the  slave 
states,  although  containing  695,057  inhabitants  less  than  the  free  states 
contributed ;  more  than  half  of  the  revenue  raised  for  the  support  of  the 
government  of  the  Union.  To  recapitulate  in  a  few  words,  if  the  slave 
states  entered  into  the  Union,  possessing  equal  rights  and  privileges  with 
the  free  states,  and  not  as  tributary  provinces,  from  their  e  qunlityas 
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states,  from  their  population,  from  their  contribution  to  the  support  of  tire 
federal  government,  they  had  claims  to  this  territory,  of  which,  the  free 
states  bad  no  right,  derived  from  the  Constitution  or  justice  to  deprive 
them.  The  next  addition  to  the  territory  of  the  United  States,  was  made 
by  the  cession  of  the  Floridas  to  the  United  States  by  Spain,  by  a  treaty 
•concluded  at  Washington,  on  the  22d  of  February,  1819,  and  ratified  by 
.the  King  of  Spain,  in  1821.  By  this  treaty,  the  United  States  not  only 
gained  the  territory,  from  which  the  present  State  of  Florida  was  formed 
with  an  area  of  59,268  square  miles,  but  also  acquired  the  Spanish  title 
Origon,  from  which  they  acquired  an  area  of  341,463  square  miles. 
This  treaty  secured  to  the  United  States,  directly  and  indirectly  400,731 
square  miles.  Of  this  territory  of  the  United  States,  a  yet  more  unjust 
and  unconstitutional  division  was  made.  For  the  Souther  states  were 
(On'Iy  allowed  to  retain  Florida,  with  an  area  of  59,268  square  miles, 
while  the  Northern  states  appropriated  to  their  own  use  341,463  square 
miles,  being  nearly  six  sevenths  of  the  whole  territory.  But  this  division, 
of  the  territory  acquired  by  the  Florida  treaty,  although  still  more  un¬ 
equal  and  unjust  than  that  of  the  Louisiana  purchase,  by  the  Missouri 
compromise,  was  not  the  most  unequal,  unjust,  unconstitutional  and  dan¬ 
gerous  power,  usurped  by  Congress  in  reference  to  the  Origon  territory. 
When  the  bill  in  reference  to  the  territorial  government  of  Origon,  pas¬ 
sed  Congress,  with  the  Wilmot  Proviso  attached,  a  blow  was  given  to 
that  equality  and  independence  of  the  states  in  reference  to  their  territorial 
and  constitutional  rights,  which  will  ultimately  result  in  the  dissolution 
of  the  Union;  or  the  subjugation  and  vassalage  of  the  Southern  states. 
Because  an  attack  was  made  upon  the  rights  of  the  Southern  states  in  the 
territories  as  a  preparatory  step  to  an  attack  upon  the  rights  and  proper¬ 
ty  of  the  citizens  of  the  states,  in  the  states  themselves.  Accordingly, 
we  find  in  the  territorial  bill  presented  to  Congress,  under  the  title  of  the 
compromise  bill,  an  insidious  attack  upon  the  rights  of  the  citizens  of 
Texas. 

From  the  address  of  the  Hon.  David  S.  Kaughman  to  the  people  of 
the  first  Congressional  district  in  Texas,  it  appears  that  there  is,  in  Tex¬ 
as,  according  to  the  boundary  as  defined  by  her  Act  of  Congress  of  the 
19th  December,  1836,  325,520  square  miles;  of  which,  43,537  lie  North 
of  the  Missouri  compromise  line  of  36  degrees  and  thirty  minutes,  and 
281,983  lie  South  of  that  line.  The  title  of  Texas  to  the  whole  of  the 
territory,  so  far  as  the  government  of  the  United  States,  was  concerned, 
was  as  good  as  that  of  any  other  state  in  the  Union,  to  any  portion  of  its 
territory:  For  the  United  States  having  received  Texas  into  the  Union, 
with  the  boundaries  which  she  enjoyed,  and  under  the  provisions  of  the 
joint  resolution  for  the  admission,  is  bound  by  that  resolution  and  the 
boundaries  which  Texas  enjoyed  and  defined  at  the  time  of  her  entrance 
into  the  Union.  The  United  States  having  acquired  from  Mexico  526, 
078  square  miles,  the  Northern  majority  in  Congress,  in  violation  of  eve¬ 
ry  principle  of  justice  and  good  faith,  resolved  to  appropriate  the  whole 
of  this  territory  acquired  principally  by  the  soldiers  and  treasure  of  the 
Southern  states,  to  their  own  exclusive  use  and  benefit.  But  not  content 
with  even  this,  the  majority  took  occasion  to  draw  into  the  controversy 
and  cut  off  from  Texas,  forty-odd  thousand  square  miles  of  territory,  and 
convert  it  from  slave  into  free  territory.  By  this  measure  attacking  not 
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only  the  rights  of  Texas  in  this  territory,  but  also  the  rights  of  the  citi¬ 
zens  of  the  Southern  states.  For  by  the  joint  resolution  for  the  admis¬ 
sion  of  Texas,  the  citizens  of  the  Southern  states,  possessed  the  right  to 
emigrate  to  any  portion  of  Texas  south  of  3  degrees  and  thirty  minutes. 
But  by  this  pretended  compromise,  they  have  not  only  been  deprived  of 
their  rights,  but  have  been  subjected  to  the  greater  hardship,  of  paying 
for  the  transfer  of  their  rights,  in  this  territory.  A  short  review  of  the 
division  between  the  Northern  and  Southern  states  of  the  territory,  which 
the  Constitution  defines  to  be  the  property  of  the  United  States,  and  in 
reference  to  which,  it  enacts,  that  nothing  in  the  Constitution  shall  be  so 
construed,  as  to  prejudice  the  claims  of  the  United  States  or  of  any  par¬ 
ticular  state,  will  show  the  aggressive  and  unconstitutional  course  of  the 
Northern  states,  in  reference  to  this  subject.  At  the  time  of  the  old  con¬ 
federation,  the  amount  of  territory  owned  by  the  Southern  states,  was 
647,202  square  miles;  and  the  amount  owned  by  the  Northern  states, 
164,081  square  miles,  and  such  remained  the  condition  of  the  two  sec¬ 
tions,  in  reference  to  this  subject,  until  the  cession  of  the  North-west  ter¬ 
ritory.  Virginia,  as  we  have  stated  before,  having  conveyed  to  the  Uni¬ 
ted  States,  the  territory  North-west  of  the  Ohio  river,  comprising  an  area 
of  261,681  square  miles,  with  the  express  provision,  that  this  territory 
should  be  considered  as  a  common  fund  for  the  states  that  then  were,  or 
should  afterwards  become  members  of  the  confederacy,  Virginia  inclu¬ 
sive,  according  to  their  usual  charge  and  expenditure.  But  the  North¬ 
ern  states,  in  violation  of  this  act  of  cession,  of  justice,  and  of  gratitude, 
appropriated  or  seized  upon  the  whole  of  this  territory,  by  the  ordinance 
of  1787,  making  the  amount  of  territory,  owned  by  the  North  and  South, 
respectively,  425,761  square  miles,  385,521,  and  giving  to  the  North, 
40,211  square  miles  more  than  the  South.  Such  was  the  manner  in 
which  the  Northern  states  executed  the  trust  reposed  in  their  hands,  for 
the  common  use  of  all  the  states  of  the  Union.  The  amount  retain¬ 
ed  of  the  Louisiana  purchase,  cut  off  by  the  Missouri  compromise  line, 
for  the  benefit  of  the  Northern  states,  was  964,667  square  miles,  while 
that  left  to  the  South,  was  only  224,445  square  miles.  By  the  Florida 
treaty,  the  United  States  acquired  directly  and  indirectly,  400,731  square 
miles  of  territory,  of  which,  the  Southern  states  were  allowed  to  enjoy 
59,268  square  miles,  while  the  Northern  states  enjoy  341,463  square 
miles.  Add  to  these,  the  amount  of  the  Mexican  cession  526,078  square 
miles,  the  whole  of  which,  is  seized  upon,  under  the  pretence  of  the 
Mexican  laws  and  the  constitutional  enactments  and  usurpations  of  Cali¬ 
fornia.  Let  us  to  this,  add  the  amount  cut  off  from  Texas,  south  of  36 
degrees  and  30  minutes  north  latitude,  by  the  compromise  bill,  which 
make  an  area  of  77,997,  or  if  we  take  the  bill  passed,  in  lieu  of  this, 
there  is  cut  off  from  Texas  of  slave-holding  territory,  44,662  square 
miles.  Let  us  now  add  all  the  territory  acquired  by  the  United  States, 
and  see  what  amount  the  transactions  have  enjoyed : 


The  north-west  cession, 

The  Louisiana  purchase, 
Florida  and  Origon  Territories, 
Amount  of  Mexican  cession, 


261,681 

1,189,112 

400,731 

526,078 


2,377,602 
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Uf  this  territory  of  the  United  States,  amounting  to  2,377,602  the  South¬ 
ern  states  have  been  allowed  Florida  with  an  area  of  59,268  square  miles 
and  the  portion  left  them  by  the  Missouri  Compromise,  while  the  Northern 
states  have  been  allowed  to  enjoy  2,083,889  square  miles,  being  seven  or 
eight  times  as  much  as  the  Southern  states  have  been  allowed  to  enjoy.  I 
have  not  brought  into  this  account,  the  amount  of  territory  added  to  the 
United  States,  by  the  admission  of  Texas,  because  that  state  being  inde¬ 
pendent  at  the  time  of  her  admission,  had  the  right  to  dispose  of  her  ter¬ 
ritory  as  she  thought  proper,  and  the  United  States,  (or  more  properly  the 
Northern  states)  having  agreed  to  those  terms,  has  now  no  right  to  repu¬ 
diate  these  terms  and  to  bribe  or  bully  Texas  into  a  renunciation  or 
transfer  of  her  rights  in  this  territory.  The  Constitution  provides,  that 
the  territory  of  the  United  States,  shall  be  considered  as  the  property  of 
the  United  States,  and  that  nothing  in  the  Constitution  shall  be  so  con¬ 
strued,  as  to  prejudice  any  claims  of  the  United  States  or  of  any  particular 
state.  Difficulties  and  disputes  between  the  states,  in  reference  to  the 
large  extent  of  unappropriated  territory,  before  the  adoption  of  the  Con¬ 
stitution,  led  to  the  insertion  of  this  clause.  By  which  the  territory  of 
the  United  States,  being  declared  the  common  property  of  the  United 
States,  the  patriotic  framers  of  our  Constitution  fondly  hoped  that  the 
climate  and  soil  and  the  situation  and  productions  of  each  portion  of  the 
territory  of  the  United  States  would  be  allowed  to  determine,  whether  it 
should  become  slaveholding  or  non-slaveholding  territory.  On  this  sub¬ 
ject,  Mr.  Madison  thus  expresses  the  intention  of  the  framers  of  the  Con¬ 
stitution:  “This  is  a  power  of  very  great  importance  and  required  by 
considerations  similar  to  those  which  show  the  propriety  of  the  formers, 
(the  clause  for  the  admission  of  new  states.)  The  proviso  annexed,  is 
proper  in  itself  and  was  probably  rendered  absolutely  necessary,  by 
jealousies  and  questions,  concerning  the  Western  territory,  sufficiently 
known  to  the  public.”  If  the  states  of  the  Union  cannot  enjoy  the  ter¬ 
ritory  in  common  as  the  Constitution  directs,  reason  and  justice  dictate 
and  require  an  equitable  division  of  the  territory  between  the  two  sec¬ 
tions.  But  the  enquiry  may  be  made,  on  what  principle  this  division  is 
to  be  effected.  As  the  greater  portion  of  this  territory  was  acquired  by 
purchase,  the  plan  of  distribution  recommended  by  Virginia,  in  reference 
to  the  North-western  territory  in  1783,  would  furnish  a  good  rule  for  the 
division  of  territory  of  the  United  States.  Virginia,  by  her  act  of  ces¬ 
sion  in  1783,  directed  that  the  North-western  territory  ceded  by  her  to 
the  United  States,  should  be  considered  as  a  common  fund  for  the  use  and 
benefit  of  such  of  the  United  States  as  had  become  or  should  become 
members  of  the  confederation  or  federal  alliance,  Virginia  inclusive,  ac¬ 
cording  to  their  usual  respective  propositions  in  the  general  charge  and 
expenditure.  The  territory,  as  stated  above  being  purchased  by  the 
United  States,  the  amount  paid  by  the  Northern  and  Southern  states, 
would  furnish  a  fair  rule  for  the  division  of  the  territory  between  the  two 
sections.  Another  principle  of  division  might  be  adopted  by  taking  the 
population  and  the  amount  contributed  by  each  section,  to  the  support  of 
the  federal  government  and  the  liquidation  of  its  debts,  as  indicating  the 
amount  of  territory  to  which  each  section  would  be  entitled.  Instead  of 
a  division  on  either  of  these  plans,  we  find  the  Northern  states  seizing 
upon  more  and  more  of  the  common,  territory  of  the  United  States  at 
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each  accession  to  that  territory,  until  at  last,  they  have  boldly  avowed  the 
principle  that  the  whole  of  the  territory  of  the  United  States  belongs  to 
them  to  dispose  of  as  they  think  proper.  We  have  thus  reviewed  the 
laws,  laid  down  by  the  Constitution,  on  the  great  subjects  of  taxation  and 
the  territory  of  the  United  States,  and  the  course  pursued  by  the  North¬ 
ern  states  in  reference  thereto. 

Of  all  the  interests  pertaining  to  the  different  states  and  sections  of  the 
Union,  there  is  none  which  is  of  a  more  complicated  nature  and  which 
now  demands  the  attention  of  the  people  of  the  different  states  of  this 
Union  so  much  as  that  of  slavery.  For  there  is  now  nothing  which 
threatens  the  dissolution  of  the  Union  so  much  as  this  subject  of  slavery, 
although  existing  at  the  time  of  the  adoption  of  the  Constitution  in  al¬ 
most  every  state  of  the  Union,  the  tendency  of  that  institution  was  then 
as  now,  to  the  Southern  or  planting  states,  and  this,  of  itself,  without  the 
difference  in  customs,  manners,  laws  and  pursuits,  would  have  presented 
an  insurmountable  obstacle  to  the  consolidation  of  the  states  and  that 
principle,  which  is  now  attempted  to  be  established,  that  the  majority  in 
Congress  has  the  right  and  power  to  pass  what  laws  it  thinks  proper,  not 
only  irrespective  of  the  enactments  of  the  Constitution,  but  in  direct  op¬ 
position  thereto.  As  this  subject  is  one  that  threatens  more  danger  to  this 
Union  than  any,  or  all  others  together,  now  in  a  greater  degree  than 
heretofore,  it  demands  the  attention  of  the  people  of  the  different  states  of 
this  Union.  An  examination  of  the  Constitution  will  show  how  far  that 
instrument  recognizes  and  protects  this  species  of  property.  The  first 
protection  accorded  to  this  institution  we  find  in  the  2nd  section  of  the 
first  article  of  the  Constitution,  which  enacts,  that  representatives  and  di¬ 
rect  taxes  shall  be  appointed  among  the  several  states,  which  may  be  in¬ 
cluded  within  this  Union,  according  to  their  respective  members,  which 
shall  be  determined  by  adding  to  the  whole  number  of  free  persons,  in¬ 
cluding  those  bound  to  service  for  a  number  of  years,  and  excluding  In¬ 
dians  not  taxed,  three-fifths  of  all  other  persons.  By  this  clause  the  slave 
states  are  entitle  to  representation  for  three-fifths  of  their  slave  population, 
and  this  right  they  have  enjoyed  up  to  this  time.  The  next  clause  in  re¬ 
ference  to  this  subject  is  the  9th  section  of  the  first  article,  which  is  in  the 
following  words:  “the  migration  or  importation  of  such  persons  as  any 
of  the  states  now  existing  may  think  proper  to  admit,  shall  not  be  pro¬ 
hibited  by  the  Congress,  prior  to  the  year  1808,  but  a  tax  or  duty  may  be 
imposed  on  such  importation,  not  exceeding  ten  dollars  for  each  person.” 
This  clause  was  inserted  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  the  free  states  to 
continue  the  slave-trade,  which  they  then,  as  well  as  since,  successfully 
prosecuted.  The  next  provision  of  the  Constitution  on  this  subject,  is 
contained  in  the  3rd  clause  of  the  second  section  of  the  4th  article,  which 
declares,  that  no  person  held  to  service  or  labor  in  one  state  under  the 
laws  thereof,  escaping  into  another,  shall  in  consequence  of  any  law  or 
regulation  therein,  be  discharged  from  such  service  or  labor,  but  shall 
be  delivered  upon  claim  of  the  party,  to  whom  such  service  or  labor  may 
be  due.  This  clause  was  intended  to  secure  the  delivery  of  fugitive 
slaves  escaping  from  their  owners  into  any  free  state  of  the  Union  upon 
the  demand  of  their  owners,  and  to  effect  this  object  the  Constitution  en¬ 
acts,  that  these  fugitives,  shall  not  in  consequence  of  any  law  or  regula¬ 
tion  of  the  state  into  which  they  may  escape,  be  discharged  from  such 
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service  or  labor,  but  shall  be  delivered  upon  being  claimed  by  their 
owners.  To  enforce  this  provision  of  the  Constitution,  the  acts  of  Con¬ 
gress  of  1793  and  1850  were  passed.  That  these  acts  of  Congress  were 
in  strict  accordance  with  this  provision,  is  evident  from  the  words  and  spi¬ 
rit  of  those  acts,  and  those  of  this  clause  of  the  Constitution.  The  Con¬ 
stitution  in  this  clause,  does  not  undertake  to  define  who  are  slaves  and 
who  are  not,  nor  does  it  allow  the  free  states  to  declare  who  are,  or  u'ho 
are  not  slaves,  but  very  properly  leaves  the  decision  of  this  question  to 
the  states  in  which  slavery  exists.  Nothing  could  be  enacted  which 
would  more  effectually  secure  the  object  for  which  it  was  inserted  than 
this  provision  of  the  Constitution,  if  it  was  carried  out  in  spirit  and  truth; 
for,  if  in  place  of  this  clause  there  had  been  a  constitutional  definition  of 
slavery,  the  free  states  composing  the  majority,  would  have  undertaken 
to  expound  the  clause  in  a  manner  similar  to  that  in  which  they  decided 
that  the  clause  of  the  Constitution  which  enacts,  that  all  duties,  imports, 
and  excises,  shall  be  uniform  throughout  the  United  States,  to  mean  that 
duties,  imports  and  excises,  shall  be  so  laid  and  collected,  that  the  people 
of  one  portion  of  the  states  shall  be  tributary  to  those  of  another.  Or, 
if  the  Constitution,  instead  of  this  clause,  had  given  to  the  free  states  the 
power  of  deciding  who  were  and  who  were  not  slaves,  they  wmuld  have 
decided  in  a  manner  similar  to  that  in  which  they  decided,  that  when 
Virginia  by  her  act  of  1783,  ceded  the  North-west  territory  to  the  United 
States,  with  the  express  provision,  that  all  the  lands  included  in  this  ces¬ 
sion  to  the  United  States,  should  be  considered  as  a  common  fund  for  the 
use  of  such  of  the  United  States  as  have  become,  or  shall  become  mem¬ 
bers  of  this  confederation,  or  federal  alliance  of  states.  Virginia  inclu¬ 
sive,  according  to  their  usual  respective  proportions  in  the  general  charge 
and  expenditure,  and  shall  be  faithfully  and  bona  fide  disposed  of  for  that 
purpose  and  for  no  other  use  or  purpose  whatever:  that  she  intended  to 
give  the  whole  of  this  territory  to  the  free  states,  excluding  herself  and 
all  her  sister  states  of  the  South  from  all  enjoyment  therein.  But  this 
clause  does  not  leave  the  rights  of  the  master  in  his  slave  to  a  majority 
in  congress,  nor  to  the  free  states,  but  leaves  those  rights  to  be  determined 
by  the  laws  of  the  state  from  which  the  slave  has  escaped,  and  declares, 
that  the  slave  shall  not  be  discharged  from  the  service  or  labor  due  his 
master,  in  consequence  of  any  law  or  regulation  of  the  state,  into  which 
he  may  have  escaped.  On  the  subject  of  slavery,  Congress  has  no  power 
to  act,  except  to  enact  such  laws  as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  into  effect 
this  provision  of  the  Constitution ;  that  in  reference  to  the  slave-trade  be¬ 
tween  foreign  states  and  the  United  States,  and  that  which  defines  the 
manner  in  which  the  census  of  the  United  States  shall  be  taken  and  the 
amount  of  the  representation  and  taxation,  the  slave  state  shall  be  entitled 
to  and  responsible  for,  on  account  of  their  slave  population.  This  is 
evident  when  we  consider  that  these  are  the  only  powers  conferred  on 
Congress  in  reference  to  slavery,  and  recollect  that  clause  of  the  Consti¬ 
tution  which  declares,  that  “  The  powers  not  delegated  to  the  United 
States  by  the  Constitution,  nor  prohibited  by  it  to  the  states,  are  reserved 
to,  the  states  respectively,  or  to  the  people.”  Again,  the  9th  article  of 
the  amendment  to  the  Constitution,  is  in  thefollowing  words:  “The  enu¬ 
meration  in  the  Constitution  of  certain  rights,  shall  not  be  construed  to 
deny  or  disparage  others  retained  by  the  people.”  It  is  a  strange  con- 
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Struction  of  the  Constitution  which  determines,  that  because  the  Consti¬ 
tution  gives  to  the  slave  states  the  right  of  a  representative  for  three-fifths 
of  their  slave  population,  and  declares  that  the  free  states  shall  deliver 
up  fugative  slaves,  that  therefore  the  free  states  have  the  right  to  abolish 
slavery  in  the  Southern  states.  Or  in  other  words,  that  the  rights  of  the 
slave-states  to  representation  for  three-fifths  of  their  slave  population,  and 
their  rights  to  recover  their  fugative  slaves  from  the  free  states,  was  in¬ 
tended  to  deny  the  right  of  those  states,  for  whose  benefit  those  provisions 
were  inserted  in  the  Constitution,  the  right  to  hold  slaves  at  all,  and  to 
transfer  it  to  Congress.  If  such  a  claim  had  been  asserted  at  the  time  of 
the  adoption  of  the  Constitution,  this  Union  would  never  have  been 
formed;  for  the  history  of  the  Constitution  proves,  that  without  these 
guarantees  to  the  Southern  states,  in  reference  to  the  subject  of  slavery, 
they  could  never  have  been  induced  to  enter  into  the  confederacy.  But 
if  six  states,  with  a  little  more  than  a  million  of  white  inhabitants  and  but 
little  more  than  half  a  million  of  slaves,  could  not  be  induced  to  enter 
into  this  Union  without  constitutional  protection  for  their  slave  property, 
can  it  be  expected  that  fifteen  states,  with  a  population  of  between  five 
and  six  millions  of  whites  and  a  population  of  three  or  four  millions  of 
slaves  will  continue  in  that  Union,  when,  not  only  their  constitutional 
rights  to  their  slaves  is  questioned  and  denied,  but  all  their  rights  therein, 
and  this  subject  is  made  a  protest  for  depriving  them  of  that  equality  and 
independence  which  the  Constitution  gives  to  each  and  every  state  in  the 
Union.  Again,  let  us  examine  this  subject  in  another  aspect.  If  the 
people  of  the  Southern  states  were  to  require  those  of  the  Northern  states 
not  only  to  sacrifice  twelve  hundred  millions  of  dollars  worth  of  pro¬ 
perty,  but  also  to  acknowledge  their  moral  and  political  inferiority,  and 
to  yield  up  that  equality  of  rights  and  privileges  which  the  Constitution 
gives,  would  not  such  a  request  be  considered  insulting  and  degrading? 
and  would  it  not  be  repelled  and  resisted  “at  all  hazards  and  to  the  last 
extremity?”  If  such  would  be  the  sentiments  felt  and  exhibited  by  the 
people  of  the  Northern  states,  when  an  attempt  was  not  made  to  deprive 
them  of  their  property  and  their  personal  and  political  rights,  is  it  strange 
that  the  people  of  the  Southern  states  should  exhibit  similar  feelings 
when  a  similar  attack  is  made  on  their  rights  and  property?  But  if  the 
people  of  the  Northern  states  are  so  full  of  sympathy  for  our  slaves,  why 
do  they  not  purchase  them  and  give  them  their  freedom?  As  no  man  has 
a  right  to  blame  another  for  not  doing  what  he  will  not  do,  in  similar  cir¬ 
cumstances,  so,  no  state  or  number  of  states,  has  a  right  to  blame  any 
other  state,  or  number  of  states  for  not  performing  that  which  they  would 
not  perform  in  similar  circumstances.  Were  the  people  of  the  Southern 
states  willing  to  give  up  one  half  of  the  value  of  their  slaves  and  to 
emancipate  the  whole,  on  condition  that  the  free  states  should  receive  and 
pay  for  one  half  of  the  slaves  thus  enfranchised,  would  the  Northern 
states  be  willing  to  comply  with  this  condition  ?  No  one  u'ho  knows  the 
Northern  states  and  their  inhabitants  believes  that  they  would  agree  to 
any  such  proposition.  But  if  the  Northern  people,  with  a  much  larger 
population  and  capital,  would  not  agree  to  the  payment  of  six  hundred 
millions  of  dollars  and  the  reception  of  two  millions  of  free  negroes  for 
the  sake  of  humanity,  how  can  they  expect  the  people  of  the  Southern 
states  to  agree  to  the  sacrifice  of  twelve  hundred  millions  of  dollars  worth 


of  property,  and  the  reception  of  four  millions  of  free  negroes  for  a  simi¬ 
lar  cause.  We  believe  further,  that  if  the  Southern  states  were  even 
willing  to  give  up  all  their  slaves,  without  receiving  any  compensation, 
on  condition,  that  the  Northern  states  should  receive  all  the  slaves  thus 
liberated,  that  those  states  would  not  agree  to  the  proposition.  And  yet, 
the  inhabitants  of  the  free  states  are  very  much  surprised,  and  are  very 
indignant,  because  the  people  of  the  Southern  states  do  not  sacrifice  the 
principal  portion  of  their  capital  and  labor,  for  the  purpose  of  converting 
four  millions  of  profitable  and  contented  slaves  into  four  millions  of  bur¬ 
densome  and  discontented  free  negroes.  History  exhibits  no  example  of 
the  emancipation  of  any  race  of  men  in  any  state,  except  by  the  laws  of 
the  state  itself.  For,  as  every  man  in  society  is  recognized  by  its  laws  as 
the  best  judge  of  what  is  most  conducive  to  his  welfare  and  that  of  his 
family,  so  every  state  is  considered  by  the  law  of  nations,  as  being  better 
able  than  any  other  state  to  decide  what  is  best  for  the  promotion  of  the 
welfare  and  happiness  of  its  citizens.  The  emancipation  of  the  different 
races,  which  have  taken  place  hi  the  different  nations  of  the  world,  have 
been  produced  by  the  gradual  improvement  of  the  conquered  races  and 
their  gradual  incorporation  with  their  eonquerers.  In  this  way  the 
Meads  and  Persians,  the  Chinese  and  Tartars  were  united  ;  in  this  way 
the  slaves  were  absorbed  in  the  Roman  and  Grecian  states;  such  also, 
was  the  process  by  which  the  English,  Danish,  Saxon  and  Norman  races 
became  blended  in  England.  It  was  by  the  operation  of  this  principle, 
that  the  Northern  tribes,  which,  after  the  decline  and  downfall  of  the 
Roman  empire  over-ran  and  conquered  Europe,  became  absorbed,  and 
thereby  formed  all  the  different  nations  of  modern  Europe.  The  serfs 
and  vassals  of  Europe,  during  the  middle  ages,  were  in  a  state  of  bondage 
somewhat  similar  to  that  of  the  slaves  of  the  Southern  states.  But  there 
was  not  there  as  here,  the  great  distinguishing  mark  of  colour  to  stamp 
with  inferiority  the  subject  race.  Wherever  there  has  been  this  differ¬ 
ence  between  any  two  races  from  the  time  of  the  contest  between  the 
Romans  and  Carthagenians,  the  motto  of  the  white  and  black  race  has 
been  similar  to  that  of  Cato,  in  reference  to  the  Carthagenians,  “  Cato 
inexpiable  odio  delendam  esse  Carthagenem  pronwniiabaty  Accord¬ 
ingly,  we  find  the  Moors  finally  driven  out  of  Spain,  after  holding  the 
country  more  than  a  century.  In  St.  Domingo,  we  see  the  same  exter¬ 
minating  course  pursued  even  in  reference  to  the  Mulattoes  and  all  other 
lighter  shades  of  negroes,  after  the  expulsion  of  the  whites.  But  has  the 
experiment  of  emancipation  so  far  as  it  has  been  made,  resulted  in  benefit 
to  either  race?  In  the  British  West  Indies, the  exports  in  1831,  were  of 
sugar,  rum  and  coffee.  Sugar  4,103,696  cwt. ;  rum  7,843,902  gallons  ; 
coffee  20,030,802  lbs.  by  slave  labor.  1841,  sugar  2,154,217;  rum 
2,770,139  ;  coffee  9,927,689  by  free  labor.  Decrease  in  sugar  1,949,479  ; 
in  rum  5,073,781;  in  coffee  10,103.113;  such  has  been  the  result  of 
emancipation,  in  reference  to  the  production  of  these  Islands.  On  this 
subject  an  English  daily  paper  remarked,  l£  If  the  ministers  of  England, 
when  carrying  their  measures  of  emancipation,  had  listened  to  the  judi¬ 
cious  advice,  which  we  know  was  offered  to  them,  to  make  the  process  a 
gradual  one',  and  thus  prepare  the  negroes  for  liberty,  there  would  have 
been  a  greater  probability  that  their  industry  would  have  supplied  the 
place  of  imported  labor,  and  rendered  the  slave  trade  of  other  countries 
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nugatory.  If  the  ministers  of  England  had  taken  into  consideration  the 
fact,  that  the  negro  is  a  lazy  animal,  indeed  the  sloth  of  the  human  race, 
and  that  the  ignorant  field-slave  had  no  perception  of  liberty,  but  that 
of  exempting  him  from  labor,  the  hasty  legislation  of  1833-34,  would 
not  have  been  resorted  to.”  We  have  thus,  an  acknowledgment  of  the 
impolicy  of  this  measure  in  reference  to  the  British  West  India  Islands, 
from  those  best  qualified  to  judge  of  that  measure.  But  if  such  has  been 
the  result  on  these  islands,  what  can  be  expected  from  a  similar  measure 
in  the  United  States,  when,  from  five  to  six  millions  of  whites,  shall  be 
required,  by  Northern  fanaticism  to  sacrifice  twelve  hundred  millions  of 
dollars  worth  of  property,  and  to  acknowledge  as  their  social  and  politi¬ 
cal  equals  from  three  to  four  millions  of  their  slaves.  No  one  who 
knows  any  thing  of  human  nature,  could  expect  in  such  circumstances, 
any  thing  but  the  extermination  or  expulsion  of  the  black  race.  In  the 
Northern  states,  slavery,  although  abolished  by  law,  still  exerts  a  power¬ 
ful  influence  on  the  manners  and  customs  of  the  people  of  those  states. 
De  Tocqueville,  the  most  philosophical  writer  who  has  treated  of  this 
subject  in  our  country,  remarks:  “  Whosoever  has  inhabited  the  United 
States,  must  have  perceived,  that  in  those  parts  of  the  Union  in  which 
negroes  are  no  longer  slaves,  they  have  in  no  wise  drawn  nearer  to  the 
whites.  The  electoral  franchise  has  been  conferred  upon  the  negroes 
in  almost  all  the  states  in  which  slavery  has  been  abolished,  but  if  they 
come  forward  to  vote,  their  lives  are  in  danger.  If  oppressed,  they  may 
bring  an  action  at  law,  but  they  will  find  none  but  whites  among  their 
judges,  and  although  they  may  legally  serve  as  jurors,  prejudice  re¬ 
pulses  them  from  that  office.  The  same  schools  do  not  receive  the  child 
of  black  and  European.  In  the  theatres,  gold  cannot  procure  a  seat  for 
the  servile  race  beside  their  former  masters.  In  the  hospitals  they  lie 
apart,  and  although  they  are  allowed  to  invoke  the  same  Divinity  as  the 
whites,  it  must  be  at  a  different  altar  and  in  their  own  churches,  with  their 
own  clergy.  The  negro  is  free,  but  he  can  share  neither  the  rights,  nor 
the  pleasures,  nor  the  labor,  nor  the  afflictions,  nor  the  tomb  of  him  wfflose 
equal  he  has  been  declared  to  be ;  and  he  cannot  meet  him  upon  fair 
terms  in  life  or  death.  In  the  South,  where  slavery  still  exists,  the 
negroes  are  less  carefully  kept  apart ;  they  sometimes  share  the  labor 
and  recreation  of  the  whites;  the  whites  consent  to  intermix  with  them 
to  a  certain  extent,  and  although  the  legislation  treats  them  more  harshly, 
the  habits  of  the  people  are  more  tolerant  and  compassionate.  In  the 
South,  the  master  is  not  afraid  to  raise  his  slave  to  his  own  standing,  be¬ 
cause  he  knows,  that  in  a  moment  he  can  reduce  him  to  the  dust  at  plea¬ 
sure.  In  the  North,  the  white  no  longer  distinctly  perceives  the  barrier 
which  separates  him  from  the  degraded  race,  and  he  shuns  the  negro 
with  the  more  pertinacity,  since  he  fears,  lest  they  should  some  day  be 
confounded  together.”  But  it  may  be  contended,  that  the  Southern  states 
may  abolish  slavery  in  the  same  way  in  which  it  was  abolished  in  the 
Northern  states.  This  appears  plausible,  but  when  the  different  amounts 
of  slaves  and  whites  in  the  two  sections  are  considered,  the  difficulty,  if 
not  impossibility  of  the  plan,  is  at  once  apparent.  The  slave  in  the 
Northern  states  were  a  very  small  fraction  of  the  population,  and  the 
cautious  manner  in  which  slavery  was  abolished,  diminished  greatly  that 
fraction.  The  Northern  states  passed  such  laws  in  reference  to  the  slaves 


wit  him  their  limits,  as  to  cause  their  transportation  and  sale  in  the  South¬ 
ern  states,  thus  pocketing  the  money,  while  professing  philanthropy. 
This  is  evident  when  we  consider  the  tendency  of  the  laws  passed  by  the 
state  of  New  York  and  other  Northern  states.  That  state,  in  1788, 
passed  a  law  prohibiting  the  sale  of  slaves  within  her  limits;  thus  pre¬ 
venting  the  importation  of  slaves  into  the  state,  and  afterwards  she  en¬ 
acted  another,  declaring,  that  all  children,  born  of  slaves  after  the  4th 
July,  1799,  should  be  free:  thus  inducing  those  who  owned  slaves  to 
transfer  them  to  the  Southern  states  for  sale.  Were  the  Southern  states 
disposed  to  practice  emancipation  on  a  similar  plan,  they  have  no  conve¬ 
nient  market  for  the  sale  of  their  slaves  and  their  philanthropy.  In  the 
Southern  states,  the  slaves  constitute  between  one-third  and  a  half  of  the 
whole  population,  consequently,  they  could  not  be  emancipated  without 
producing  a  great  revolution,  not  only  in  the  labor  and  productions  of  those 
states,  but  also  in  the  manners,  customs  and  laws  of  their  inhabitants. 
But,  if  the  history  of  former  times  is  any  criterian  by  which  to  judge  of 
the  future,  the  two  races  which  inhabit  the  Southern  states  could  not  ex¬ 
ist  together  as  equals,  whilst  the  number  of  the  two  races  remain  so 
nearly  the  same,  and  their  manners,  customs,  prejudices  and  characters  so 
dissimilar.  This  change,  if  it  takes  place,  in  reference  to  the  African 
race  in  the  Southern  states  of  the  Union,  like  most  great  changes  which 
take  place  in  reference  to  the  moral,  social  and  political  right?  of  a  large 
class  of  men,  must  be  gradual,  otherwise  it  must  be  productive  of  anarchy 
or  civil  war.  But  above  all,  it  must  be  done,  if  at  all,  by  the  action  of 
the  Southern  states  themselves.  For  the  term  state  implies  a  number  of 
men  associated  together  under  certain  laws,  for  the  protection  of  the  per¬ 
sons  and  property  of  its  members,  and  recognized  by  other  states  as  hav¬ 
ing  the  right  and  power  to  pass  such  laws  as  it  thinks  proper  for  the  re¬ 
gulation  of  its  internal  concerns  And,  if  the  inhabitants  of  the  Northern 
states  have  the  right  from  their  majority  in  Congress,  to  deprive  the  peo¬ 
ple  of  the  Southern  States  of  twelve  hundred  millions  of  dollars  worth 
of  slaves,  they  have  an  equal  right  to  deprive  them  of  all  and  every  spe¬ 
cies  of  property,  for  under  the  Constitution  and  the  laws  of  nations,  they 
have  no  such  right.  As  the  Constitution  guarantees  the  right  of  the 
people  of  the  different  states  of  the  Union  to  this  species  of  property,  and 
the  law  of  nations  declares,  that  independent  states  have  equal  rights,  and 
that  one  state  has  no  right  to  interfere  with  the  internal  government,  in¬ 
terests  or  property  of  another  state.  But  it  may  be  contended  that  the 
United  States  are  not  independent  of  each  other;  I  admit,  that  they  are 
not  so,  only  so  far  as  they  have  surrendered  their  rights  by  the  Constitu¬ 
tion.  As  that  instrument  expressly  declares,  that  the  powers  not  dele¬ 
gated  to  the  United  States  by  the  Constitution,  nor  prohibited  by  it  to  the 
states,  are  reserved  to  the  states  respectively  or  to  the  people;  as  the  Con¬ 
stitution  is  a  grant  of  express  powers  to  Congress,  and  as  among  those 
powers  there  is  no  grant  to  Congress  of  the  right  to  deprive  the  inhabi¬ 
tants  of  any  state  or  territory  of  the  United  States  of  their  slaves,  it  is 
evident,  that  Congress  has  no  such  power  as  has  been  claimed  in  refer¬ 
ence  to  slavery  in  the  territory  of  the  United  States.  And  as  the  Con¬ 
stitution  gives  to  no  state  or  number  of  states,  any  right  or  power  to  inter¬ 
fere  with  the  slaves  of  any  state  or  number  of  states,  it  follows,  that  the 
states  of  this  Union  are  independent  of  each  other,  with  respect  to  sla- 
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very,  with  the  exception  of  the  constitutional  duly  imposed  on  the  states 
to  deliver  fugitive  slaves.  But  it  is  contended  that  slavery  is  an  evil,  and 
that  the  Northern  states  from  their  union  with  those  of  the  South,  have 
the  right  to  exclude  this  evil  from  the  territory  of  the  United  States,  to 
restrict  it  in,  and  exclude  it  from  the  District  of  Columbia,  and  even  to 
abolish  it  in  the  states  themselves.  This  we  deny,  for  the  Constitution 
gives  no  such  power,  and  as  in  society,  except  in  obedience  to  the  laws, 
no  man  has  a  right  to  interfere  with  the  property,  social  relaiions  or 
family  government  of  another  man,  under  the  pretence,  that  his  regula¬ 
tion  for  the  government  of  his  family  are  erroneous  and  unjust,  so  in  a 
society  of  states,  no  state  has  the  right  to  interfere  with  the  property,  in¬ 
ternal  interests  or  government  of  another  state,  under  any  similar  pre¬ 
tence.  For  the  law  of  nations  regards  all  states  as  independent  of  each 
other,  except  where  that  independence  has  been  surrendered  by  treaty  of 
conquest,  or  cession.  As  the  states  of  this  Union  have  made  no  such 
treaty,  it  is  clear,  that  the  Northern  states  have  no  such  right  or  power, 
as  they  claim  in  reference  to  slavery,  either  in  the  territory  of  the  United 
States,  the  District  of  Columbia,  or  the  states.  In  treating  of  this  sub¬ 
ject  of  the  independence  of  states,  Vattel  remarks,  in  the  first  chapter  of 
the  law  of  nations,  that  ‘‘Every  nation  that  governs  itself,  under  what 
form  soever  without  dependance  on  any  foreign  power,  is  a  sovereign 
state."  Its  rights  are  naturally  the  same  as  those  of  any  other  state. 
Such  are  the  moral  persons  who  live  together  in  a  natural  society,  subject 
to  the  law  of  nations.  To  give  a  nation  a  right  to  make  an  immediate 
figure  in  this  grand  society,  it  is  sufficient  that  it  be  really  sovereign  and 
independent  that  is,  that  it  govern  itself  by  its  own  authority  and  laws. 
We  ought  therefore  to  account,  as  sovereign  states,  those  which  have 
united  themselves  to  another  more  powerful  by  an  unequal  alliance,  in 
which,  as  Aristotle  says,  to  the  more  powerful  is  given  more  honor,  and 
to  the  weaker,  more  assistance.  The  conditions  of  those  unequal  alli¬ 
ances  may  be  infinitely  varied.  But  whatever  they  are,  provided  the  in¬ 
ferior  ally  reserve  to  itself  the  sovereignty,  or  the  right  of  governing  its 
own  body,  it  ought  to  be  considered  as  an  independent  state,  that  keeps 
up  an  intercourse  with  others  under  the  authority  of  the  law  of  nations. 
The  same  author  say*,  “Finally,  several  sovereign  and  independent 
states  may  unite  themselves  together  by  a  perpetual  confederacy,  without 
ceasing  to  be,  each  individually,  a  perfect  state.  They  will  together 
constitute  a  federal  republic:  their  joint  deliberations  will  not  impair  the 
sovereignty  of  each  member,  though  they  may,  in  certain  respects,  put 
some  restraint  on  the  exercise  of  it,  in  virtue  of  voluntary  agreements. 
A  person  does  not  cease  to  be  free  and  independent,  when  he  is  obliged 
to  fulfil  engagements  which  he  has  voluntarily  contracted.”  In  reference 
to  the  independence  of  the  states  of  this  Union,  the  Supreme  Court  of 
the  United  States  decided  in  the  case  of  the  state  of  New  York  vs.  Miln, 
(reported  in  11th  Peter’s,  102.)  ‘‘  That  a  state  has  the  same  undeniable 
and  unlimited  jurisdiction  over  all  persons  and  things  within  its  territorial 
limits  as  any  foreign  nation,  when  that  jurisdiction  is  not  surrendered  or 
restrained  by  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States:  that  by  virtue  of 
this,  it  is  not  only  the  right,  but  the  solemn  duty  of  the  state  to  advance 
the  happiness,  the  safety  and  prosperity  of  its  people,  and  to  provide  for 
its  general  welfare,  by  any  and  every  act  of  legislation  which  it  may 
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deem  conducive  to  these  ends,  where  the  power  over  the  particular  sub¬ 
ject,  or  the  manner  of  its  exercise,  is  not  surrendered,  or  restrained  in  the 
manner  first  stated;  that  all  those  powers  which  relate  merely  to  muni¬ 
cipal  legislation ,  or  what  may  be  properly  called  internal  police ,  are 
not  thus  surrendered,  or  restrained,  and  that  consequently  in  relation  to 
these,  the  authority  of  a  state  is  complete,  unqualified  and  exclusive.” 
As  the  Constitution  gives  to  Congress  no  powers  over  the  subject  of  sla¬ 
very,  except  those  conservative  powers  in  reference  to  representation  and 
taxation,  and  that  in  reference  to  the  duty  of  delivering  up  fugatives  al¬ 
ready  mentioned,  as  this  is  acknowledged  by  the  citizens  of  the  free  states 
to  be  a  subject  of  municipal  legislation  or  internal  police;  as  the  law  of 
nations  gives  to  one  state  no  power  over  such  subjects  in  another,  it  is 
evident,  that  Congress  has  no  power  derived  from  the  Constitution,  or  the 
law  of  nations  for  depriving  the  citizens  of  the  United  States  of  their 
slaves  in  the  District  of  Columbia,  in  the  territory  of  the  United  States, 
or  in  the  states  themselves. 

On  this  subject  a  reference  to  the  objects  of  society  and  government 
will  show,  that  even  omitting  the  guarantees  of  the  Constitution,  the 
Northern  states,  or  their  representatives  in  Congress  have  no  right  to  de¬ 
prive  the  citizens  of  the  Southern  states  of  their  property,  either  in  the 
territory  of  the  United  States,  in  the  District  of  Columbia,  or  in  any  of 
the  states  of  this  Union.  For,  society  was  organized  and  government 
established  in  these  states,  as  in  all  republican  states,  for  the  protection 
and  preservation  of  the  personal,  political  and  proprietary  rights  of  the 
citizens  of  these  states,  and  any  act  of  Congress  which  attacks  any  of 
these  rights,  is  not  only  tyrannical  and  unjust,  but  contrary  to  those  fun¬ 
damental  laws  which  regulate  the  formation  of  society  and  government. 
Such  interferance  with,  and  attacks  upon,  the  rights  and  property  of  the 
citizens  of  the  Southern  states,  must  lead  directly  or  indirectly  to  a  disso¬ 
lution  of  this  confederacy  of  states.  For,  if  the  people  of  the  Southern 
states  have  the  same  spirit  and  the  same  knowledge  of  their  rights  which 
characterised  their  ancestors,  it  canhot  reasonably  be  expected  that  they 
will  tamely  submit  to  be  deprived  of  their  equal  rights  in  the  ‘‘territory, 
or  other  property  of  the  United  States”  of  their  rights  in  reference  to 
their  state  governments,  internal  interests,  social  relations,  and  private 
property.  Nor  can  that  government  long  continue  to  exist,  which  is  not 
only  attempting  to  deprive  the  citizens  of  the  Southern  states,  amounting 
to  six  millions  of  whites,  of  twelve  hundred  millions  of  dollars  worth  of 
property,  but  also  to  reduce  those  states  to  a  condition  similar  to  that  of 
the  English  West  Indies.  When  the  english  government  determined  to 
abolish  slavery  in  their  colonies  on  the  West  India  Islands,  it  did  not  pre¬ 
tend  to  possess  the  right  to  abolish  slavery  in  those  islands  without  com¬ 
pensating  the  slave-owners  of  those  islands  for  the  loss  of  their  slaves, 
and  yet,  the  English  Parliament  is  in  theory  despotic,  and  has  the  right  to 
pass  what  laws  it  thinks  proper  for  the  government  of  its  colonies. 
While  the  English  government  thus  recognized  the  rights  of  its  colonists, 
and  while  it  thus  wisely  discriminated  between  the  right  to  govern  and 
the  right  to  property,  let  us  see  whether  there  is  not  in  these  states  a  party 
which  confounds  the  two.  The  fifth  article  of  the  amendments  to  the 
Constitution  declares,  that  private  property  shall  not  be  taken  for  public 
use  without  just  compensation.  In  the  United  States  there  is  a  party, 
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\vhich,  in  violation  of  this  clause  of  the  Constitution,  and  of  all  those 
rights  of  property,  which  lie  at  the  root  of  all  civilized  society  and  gov¬ 
ernment,  is  attempting  to  deprive  the  citizens  of  the  Southern  states,  not 
only  of  twelve  hundred  millions  of  dollars  worth  of  private  property, 
but  also  of  that  equality  of  rights  which  belongs  to  them  as  citizens  of 
the  United  States.  For,  if  the  majority  in  Congress  have  the  right  to 
deprive  the  citizens  of  any  of  the  states  of  tw  elve  hundred  millions  of  dol¬ 
lars  of  private  property,  it  has  an  equal  right  to  deprive  them  of  every 
kind  and  species  of  property,  and  the  government  of  the  United  States  is 
the  greatest  despotism  on  the  face  of  the  earth.  That  the  course  pursued 
by  the  Northern  states  and  their  citizens,  in  respect  to  the  rights  and  pro¬ 
perty  of  the  citizens  of  the  Southern  states,  is  leading  directly,  or  indi¬ 
rectly  to  a  dissolution  of  the  Union  is,  evident,  when  the  feelings  and  ac¬ 
tions  of  the  Southern  people  and  states  are  considered.  Meetings  have 
been  held  by  the  people  of  the  different  Southern  states,  and  messages 
have  been  written  by  the  Governors  of  many  of  those  states  recommending 
conventions  of  the  people  of  the  Southern  states,  for  the  purpose  of  deciding 
what  measures  will  best  secure  the  rights  of  the  Southern  people  in  the 
Union,  if  possible,  if  not  out  of  it.  The  Southern  states  are  already  looking 
to,  and  preparing  for  a  commercial  dissolution  of  the  Union,  for  the  purpose 
of  securing  their  rights  of  person  and  property.  The  dissolution  of  tho 
Commercial  relations  of  the  states  must  lead  to  a  dissolution  of  their  po¬ 
litical  union  or  connexion  in  a  very  short  time,  for,  of  all  the  ties  binding 
together  states  in  modern  times,  none  are  more  powerful  than  those  of  the 
interests  created  and  cherished  by  commerce.  These  interests  in  tho 
Northern  states  are  thus  enumerated  in  an  article  in  the  April  number  of 
Dr.  Bow’s  Commercial  Review  of  the  South  and  West,  on  the  stability 
of  the  Union.  “These  rough  estimates  of  the  profits  of  the  North  by 
Southern  connexion,  may  be  summed  up  thus: 

Freights  of  Northern  shipping  on  Southern  produce,  $40,186,728 
Profits  derived  on  imports  at  the  North  for  Southern  account,  9,000,000 
Profits  of  exchange  operations,  «•  -  -  1,000,000 

Profits  on  Northern  manufactures  sold  at  the  South,  -  22,250,000 

Profits  on  Western  produce  descending  the  Mississippi,  10,000,000 
Profits  on  Northern  capital  employed  at  the  South,  -  6,000.000 


Total  earnings  of  the  North,  -  -  -  $88,000,000 

These  estimates  are  all  exceedingly  small,  and  do  not  embrace  a  variety 
of  transactions,  which  form  the  basis  of  most  coporate  profits.”  If  we 
add  to  this  the  sum  of  twelve  millions  for  the  profits  of  the  different  trades 
and  mechanical  employments,  supported  either  directly  or  indirectly  by 
this  commerce  between  the  Northern  and  Southern  states,  we  have  the 
sum  of  one  hundred  millions  of  dollars  as  the  amount  of  annual  profit 
derived  by  the  Northern  states  from  their  commercial  connexion  with 
those  of  the  South.  That  these  commercial  relations  should  continue  to 
exist  between  the  Southern  and  Northern  states,  alter  all  the  friendly  feel¬ 
ings  which  gave  rise  to  this  commerce  has  been  outraged  and  insulted, 
and  the  interests  upon  which  this  commerce  was  established,  and  bv 
■which  alone  it  can  be  sustained,  have  been  attacked  and  threatened  with 
destruction  by  the  Northern  states  and  their  citizens,  is  to  suppose  that 
the  Southern  people  are  not  actuated  by  the  same  motives  and  principles 
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which  govern  the  rest  of  mankind.  If  the  colonies,  from  which  were 
formed  the  thirteen  states,  originating  this  confederacy,  with  a  population 
of  but  three  millions,  would  not  submit  to  a  tax  affecting  their  interests 
but  by  a  few  thousand  dollars,  it  cannot  be  reasonably  expected,  that  the  fif¬ 
teen  states,  with  a  population  of  six  millions,  will  submit  to  attacks  affect¬ 
ing  not  only  hundreds  of  millions  of  dollars  worth  of  property,  but  also 
the  independence,  the  security  and  the  very  existence  of  society-  itself. 

Having  thus  examined  some  of  the  principal  powers  conferred  on 
Congress  by  the  Constitution,  and  the  manner  in  which  those  powers 
have  been  perverted,  and  others  not  delegated  by  the  Constitution  have 
been  usurped  by  the  Notthern  majority  in  Congress ;  let  us  now  reca¬ 
pitulate  as  succintly  as  we  can,  the  rights  of  the  states  of  this  Union,  and 
the  degree  in  which  the  Southern  states  have  enjoyed  those  rights.  The 
Constitution  enacts,  that  '•  Congress  shall  have  power  to  lay  and  collect 
taxes,  duties,  impo-ts  and  excises,  to  pay  the  debts  and  provide  for  the 
common  defence  and  general  welfare  of  the  United  States;  but  all  duties, 
imposts  and  excises,  shall  be  uniform  throughout  the  United  States.” 
The  Constitution  further  enacts,  that  “no  capitation,  or  rather,  direct  tax 
shall  be  laid,  unless  in  proportion  to  the  census  or  enumeration  hereinbe¬ 
fore  directed  to  be  taken.”  The  objects  intended  to  be  accomplished  by 
these  clauses,  are  evidently  in  the  first  place,  to  collect  a  revenue,  “to  pay 
the  debts  and  provide  for  the  common  defence  and  geneial  welfare;”  and 
in  the  second,  so  to  lay  and  collect  the  taxes,  duties,  imposts  and  excises, 
as  to  secure  equality  and  uniformity  throughout  the  United  States.  If 
this  power  of  taxation  had  been  executed  in  conformity  with  the  letter 
and  spirit  of  the  Constitution,  in  the  words  of  Gen.  Hamilton,  the  door 
would  have  been  effectually  shut  to  partiality  or  oppression.  But  the 
duties  have  been  so  laid  and  collected,  that  the  Southern  states  containing 
less  than  half  of  the  population  of  the  United  States,  have  paid  more  than 
three  times  as  much  as  the  Northern  states  have  paid.  “  The  whole 
amount  of  duties  collected  from  the  year  1791,  to  the  30th  June,  1845, 
after  deducting  drawbacks  on  foreign  merchandize  exported,  was  $927, 
050.097:  of  this  sum,  the  slaveholding  states  paid  $  71 1,200,000  ;a  nd 
the  free  states,  only  $215,850,097.”  Such  has  been  the  result  by  the 
construction  of  the  Northern  majority,  of  that  equality  and  uniformity, 
which  the  Constitution,  the  supreme  law  of  the  United  States  declares, 
shall  be  carried  out  by  Congress,  in  the  imposition  and  collection  of  all 
taxes,  duties,  imposts  and  excises.  On  the  subject  of  the  territory  of  the 
United  States,  the  Constitution  enacts,  that  “Congress  shall  have  power 
to  dispose  of  and  make  all  needful  rules  and  regulations  respecting  the 
territory  or  other  property  belonging  to  the  United  States,  and  nothing  in 
this  Constitution  shall  be  so  construed  as  to  prejudice  any  claims  of  the 
United  States,  or  of  any  particular  state.”  Let  us  now  see  whether  this 
provision  of  the  Constitution  has  been  executed  in  any  better  faith  than 
that  in  reference  to  that  of  imposts,  duties  and  excises. 

The  United  States  have  acquired  by  the 


North-West  cession, 
Louisiana  cession, 

Florida  and  Origon  cession, 
Mexican  cession, 


261,681  square  miles. 


1,189.112  “ 

400,731  “ 

526,078  “ 


Whole  Amount, 


2,377,602  “ 


>< 
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Of  this  territory  or  property  of  the  United  States,  the  Southern  states 
have  been  permitted  to  enjoy  only  283,713  square  miles,  while  the  Nor¬ 
thern  states  have  been  allowed  2,083,889  square  miles,  being  between 
seven  and  eight  times  as  much  as  that  allotted  to  the  Southern  states. 

It  thus  appears,  that  while  the  Southern  states  have  paid  more  than  three 
fourths  of  the  taxes  of  the  Union,  they  have  been  permitted  to  enjoy  not 
quite  one-eighth  of  the  territory  of  the  United  States.  But  this  is  not 
all,  for  the  Northern  majority  have  determined,  not  only  that  the  people 
of  the  Southern  states  are  responsible  for  more  than  their  Constitutional 
proportion  of  the  taxes,  but  also,  that  they  are  not  entitled  to  even  this 
poor  boon  of  one  eighth  of  the  territory  of  the  United  States,  but  that  the 
whole  of  the  territory  of  the  United  States,  belong  to  the  free  states,  to 
dispose  of  as  they  think  proper.  Already  are  the  corrupt  politicians  of 
Washington,  intrigueing  for  the  Presidency,  by  attempting  to  bribe  the 
people  of  the  new  states,  with  the  territory  which  the  Constitution  de¬ 
clares  to  be  the  property  of  the  United  States,  and  in  reference  to  which, 
it  declares,  that  nothing  in  the  constitution  shall  be  so  construed  as  to  pre¬ 
judice  the  claims  of  the  United  States,  or  of  any  particular  state.  But 
this  is  not  the  end  of  the  contemplated  injustice  towards  the  Southern 
states  and  their  citizens ;  they  are  to  be  localized,  circumscribed  and  dis¬ 
couraged;  a  crusade  is  to  be  preached  and  practised  against  them  and 
their  institutions :  The  citizens  ol  the  Southern  states  are  not  only  to  be 
excluded  from  the  territory  of  the  United  States,  but  they  are  to  be  de¬ 
prived  of  their  property  :  Slavery  is  to  be  abolished  in  the  Southern  states, 
even  if  it  should  lead  to  the  extermination  of  either  the  white  or  black 
race  in  those  states.  Such  are  some  of  the  blessings  for  which  we  are 
required  to  give  thanks  to  our  Northern  friends  and  brethren.  Northern 
politicians  may  raise  as  high  as  they  choose,  the  humbug  cry  of  the 
Union,  while  they  disregard  the  principles  of  justice  and  equality,  upon 
which  that  Union  was  formed,  but  the  sense  of  the  injustice  practised  to¬ 
wards  them,  is  gradually  pervading  the  masses  of  the  Southern  people, 
and  ere  long,  it  will  require  something  more  than  the  cant  phrases 
of  Compromise  and  Union,  to  save  this  confederacy  from  dissolution: 
That  the  people  of  the  Southern  states  are  attached  to  the  Union,  it  is 
needless  to  assert ;  they  have  given  proof  of  this  attachment,  by  the  sac¬ 
rifices  they  have  made  and  the  fidelity  with  which  they  have  performed 
their  duties  to  the  Union,  in  war  and  in  peace.  But  to  suppose  that  they 
will  continue  to  love  and  cherish  that  Union  after  it  has  been  perverted 
into  an  instrument  for  depriving  them,  not  only  of  their  constitutional 
and  just  rights,  but  also  for  that  of  depriving  them  of  that  independence 
and  equality,  which  is  yet  dearer,  is  to  suppose  that  they  have  deprecia¬ 
ted  from  that  spirit  and  knowledge  which  characterized  their  ancestors. 
The  agricultural,  commercial,  and  manufacturing  states,  composing  this 
Union,  are  peculiarly  suited  from  their  location,  interests  and  occupations, 
for  maintaing  one  of  the  happiest,  most  useful,  and  most  powerful  con¬ 
federacies  which  has  ever  existed.  But  this  Union  can  only  be  preserv¬ 
ed  by  the  faithful  execution  of  the  provisions  of  the  Constitution.  If  the 
Southern  states  are  to  be  denied  their  constitutional  rights,  if  the  ties 
which  bind  together  the  white  and  black  races  in  those  states  are  to  be 
dissolved,  society  itself  disorganized,  and  insurrection  and  servile  war 
introduced,  self  preservation,  the  first  law  of  states,  as  of  individuals,  will 
imperiously  require  of  those  states,  a  dissolution  of  that  Union  which  is 
used  but  to  degrade  and  destroy  them.  E.  G. 

W.  L  ,  K  $  Q.,  Va. 
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